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PROCEEDI NGS

[7: 03 p. m]
MR. RICHARDS: Gkay. |1'd like to thank everybody
for comng tonight. M nane is Stu Richards. | work for

t he Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion in Rockville, Mryl and,
and I'ma substitute noderator tonight. Chip Burton -- or
Chip Caneron, rather, was schedul ed to be our noderator.
He's an attorney with our Ofice of the General Counsel.
But, he fell ill and wasn't able to make it tonight, so I'm
a substitute.

The purpose of tonight's nmeeting is the generic
envi ronnment al inpact statenment for permanently shutdown
plants. The NRC is presently working on performng an
update to that docunent and the details of that will be part
of the presentation to follow shortly. The purpose of the
nmeeting is to informthe public about this process and,
al so, to seek the public's comments and input into the
process.

The agenda for tonight, we plan to have two
presentations: one by Dino Scaletti, with the Nuclear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion staff; and one by Eva Hickey, with
Paci fic Northwest National Labs, a contractor working with

us on the generic environnental inpact statenment. Between
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3
those two presentations, we will take questions on the first

presentation and then again after the second presentation
and we' Il open the floor up for coments and questi ons.

W have a table out here to ny right, where
everybody cane in. Etoy Hlton, with our staff, is at that
table, to help anybody out that nay need sone help. W have
handouts there fromthe neeting. W, also, have a couple of
sign-up lists. W have one sign-up |ist for anybody who
wi shes to speak. W will have questions and answers, but if
you want to be on the front end of the discussion, please
sign up with Etoy. | believe we, also, have a sign-up |list,
if you want to get a transcript of tonight's neeting. The
nmeeting is being transcribed, so | would ask that when you
get up to speak, that you state your full nanme and spel
your |ast name, so we can nake sure we get that straight for
t he record.

For people, who may have a nunber of comments and
guestions, | would prefer that we break those up into
segnents, in the interest of allow ng everybody to have a
chance to speak at kind of the front end of the coment
period. |If anyone here has sonething that they want to read
into the record, | would like to keep those to the end of

the session, again, in the interest of allow ng people, who



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

4
have brief comments or questions to ask, to kind of get in

on the front end, so that they don't have to stay to the
end.

That's all | have. Dino, have | covered the main
topi cs here?

MR, SCALETTI: Yes.

MR. RICHARDS: And Eva, anything | m ssed?

MS. HI CKEY: No.

MR. RICHARDS: Okay. Wth that, we'll start with
M. Dino Scaletti.

MR. SCALETTI: Thank you, Stu. As stated, ny nane
is Dino Scaletti. I'mwith the U S. Nuclear Regul atory
Comm ssi on, Nucl ear Reactor Regulation. 1'd like to wel cone
you here toni ght and, also, take a nonent to introduce a
coupl e of people, who are here, who will answer questions
for us, for you, and that is, at our table, we have fromthe
Ofice of General Counsel, a M. Steven Lewis, who is the
| egal contact on the generic environnental inpact statenent.
W, also, have M. Carl Feldman, next to Steve. Carl was
instrunmental in the devel opnent of NUREG 0586, which is the
1988 generic environnental inpact statenent for
decommi ssioning facilities and Carl is helping us with the

update of this docunent -- or this supplenment to 0586.
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Gven that, I'd just like to tell you that the
U.S. Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion was forned as a result of
the Atom c Energy Act of 1953 and the Energy Reorgani zation
Act of 1974. The NRC s mission is to regulate the nation's
civilian use of nuclear energy, to ensure adequate
protection of the health and safety of the public and
wor kers, and to protect the environnent and provide a comon
defense and security. The NRC acconplishes its m ssion
t hrough regul ation, licensing, inspection, and enforcenent.
The NRC regul ations are issued under Title 10 of the United
St at es Code of Federal Regul ations for comrercial nuclear
power reactors.

The NRC regul atory function includes |icensing and
i nspection of these facilities, and nuclear plant license is
based on a set of established regulatory requirenents that
ensure the design and proposed operation are performed based
on radi ol ogi cal safety standards. The NRC conducts routine
i nspections, to ensure that the plant design and operations
conformto the license requirenents and enforcenent actions
are taken, in the event that we find that the |icense
requi renents are not being net.

The NRC s responsibility for a nucl ear power

reactor are for the entire life cycle of the facility, from
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6
construction through licensing -- license term nation. The

NRC nmai ntains the |license and continues to regulate the
safety of the facility through the decomm ssi oni ng process
until the license is term nated.

The NRC i s concerned with nucl ear power plant
safety. As a result, the NRC requires that |icensees
mai ntai n technical specifications and a safety anal ysis
report, known as a defuel safety analysis report, a DSAR
t hrough the decomm ssioni ng process; but, we are, also,
concerned with the protection of the environment. It is the
envi ronnment al protection associated with decomm ssi oni ng
process that is the focus of this nmeeting tonight.

The purpose of this neeting is to discuss the
generic environnmental inpact statenent, or GEIS, on the
decomm ssi on of permanently shutdown nucl ear power reactors
that the NRC proposes to wite. W'Ill explain what the GEI S
is, howit is to be used, and when it is used. W are,
al so, going to provide you with sone background information
on nucl ear reactor deconm ssioning. But, first, we wll
descri be the process set forth by the National Environnental
Policy Act, or NEPA, for developing this CGEIS. However,
nost inportantly, we are here to listen to your coments,

statenents regarding the devel opnent of the GEIS.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Today's neeting is not a formal hearing, but an
opportunity for the NRC to gather information about you, the
public's potential concern about the environnmental inpacts
from decommi ssioning. Today's neeting, also, provides us
with an opportunity to describe to you the steps that occur
during the preparation of a generic environnental inpact
statenent and to indicate to you the schedule that will be
used in the devel opnment of this docunent.

Next, | want to tal k about the NEPA process. The
Nat i onal Environnmental Policy Act was enacted in 1969. NEPA
pl aces the responsibility upon federal agencies to consider
significant aspects of the environnental inpact of a
proposed action. It requires that all federal agencies use
a systematic approach to consider environnmental inpacts
during their decision making. The NEPA process, also, is
structured to ensure that the federal agency will informthe
public that it has indeed considered environnental concerns
in its decision-nmaking process and invite public participate
to evaluate the process. This neeting is part of this
process. This neeting is, also, required by 10 CFR Part 51
of our regul ations.

What is NEPA? NEPA requires an environnental

i npact statenment or assessnent be prepared for all ngjor



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

federal actions. Supplenent to draft or final EISs are
requi red when there are significant new circunstances or
information relevant to the environmental review --
concerns. This is a situation we're in now. Wth new
regul ations and the additional experiences from
decomm ssioning facilities, it is appropriate at this tine
to supplenent or revise the original GEIS on
decomm ssioning. Generic EISs are allowed in cases where
there is a need to address generic inpacts that are conmon
to a nunber of simlar proposed actions or simlar
facilities. The actions we are |ooking at, as | nentioned
previously, is the environnmental inpact related to
decommi ssi oni ng of commrercial nucl ear power facilities.
What exactly is a generic environnental inpact
statenent for decomm ssioning? A generic environnental
i npact statenent identifies the environnental inpacts that
may be considered generic for all nuclear reactor
facilities. [It, also, identifies the environnmental inpacts
that need to be considered in nore detail as site-specific
i ssues for each facility. The generic environnental inpact
statenent will take into account the range of environnental
i mpacts fromdifferent nuclear facility designs,

decommi ssi oni ng net hods, and difference in location for the
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facilities.

The GEIS is used to focus the anal ysis of
environnmental inpacts. It helps us determ ne which of the
i npacts are site specific and need to be considered
separately for each nuclear power facility, this -- that is
decommi ssi oni ng, and which inpacts are generic and can be
eval uated as part of the GEI S and then not be reeval uated
every tinme a plant undergoes decomm ssioning. This allows
us to spend the tine and resources that are required to
focus on the inpacts that are necessary for a -- at a
particular site.

The CGEI'S does not preclude a site specific | ook at
each facility. Some issues, like those related to the
presence of endangered and threatened species, wll always
be site specific and will need to be addressed separately
fromthe CEIS. The CEIS just allows us nore tinme to focus
and focus better on the site-specific issues.

The CGEI'S, also, is used as a basis for determning

if additional rulemaking is required, related to the

envi ronnment al inpacts of deconm ssion -- of the
decommi ssioning process. |If it is determ ned that the
additional rulemaking is required, the GEIS will serve as

the basis for that rul emaking.
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The GEI'S is used throughout the entire

decommi ssi oni ng process. The NRC regul ations require that
no deconm ssioning activities be performed that would result
in significant environnental inpacts that have not been
previously reviewed. This neans that every tinme the
|icensee starts a new activity, they nmust determne if it
would be -- if it would result in an environnental inpact
that was not reviewed in the GEIS or in the final
envi ronnment al inpact statenment that was witten at the start
of operation for that facility, or any subsequent
envi ronnment al anal ysis that were reviewed and approved by
t he NRC.

In addition, a hard | ook is taken at the
envi ronnmental inpacts at the stage that the post-shutdown
decommi ssioning activities report is submtted, that is two
years prior -- after the shutdown and before any maj or
decomni ssioning activities can occur, and at the |icense
term nation planned stage, which occurs two years before the
end of decommi ssioning. Eva will talk nore on this issue in
her presentati on.

Wiy are we suppl enenting the existing generic
envi ronnment al i npact statenment on deconm ssioning? The

ori ginal docunent for decommi ssioning was published in 1988;
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therefore, it is over 12 years old. Mich of the data in

t hat docunent is nore than 12 years old. Since the original
docunent was published, there has been new regul ati ons
related to deconmm ssioning that were issued; for exanple,
the regulation requiring submttal of a post-shutdown
decommi ssioning activities report and a |icense term nation
plan. In addition, there have been regul ations, such as the
Envi ronnental Justice, which relates to whether federa
agencies -- federal actions disproportionately inpact |ow
income and mnority populations. This regulation was not in
pl ace in 1988.

In addition, there has been an increase in the
anount of deconm ssioning experience in the US. Currently,
21 commercial nuclear facilities have permanently ceased
operation. As a result, there is over 300 years of
decommi ssioning -- worth of decomm ssioning experience,
resulting in a lot of newinformation avail abl e regarding
the environnmental inpacts of decomm ssioning of conmmerci al
nucl ear power plants.

And, finally, there have several new issues that
were considered -- that were not considered in the 1988
generic environnmental inpact statenent. These include

rubbli zation, which entails conpleting the decontam nation
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and |l eaving the concrete structures rubblized and buried

bel ow grade at the site; partial site rel ease, which

i nvol ves rel easing the cleaned portion of the site before
decommi ssioning activities are conplete. This is an issue
that was brought up at a couple of previous neetings and we
want to acknowl edge it here tonight. And, finally,

ent onbrent, whi ch, although was considered in the 1988
generic environnmental inpact statenent, may need to be
reconsi dered in a sonewhat different formin the suppl enent
that we are preparing.

We are unaware of any ot her deconmm ssi oni ng
nmet hodol ogy or techniques that nay be -- maybe being
considered by the industry that should be included in the
CGEl S. However, as part of the scoping process, we' re hoping
that there is -- there are additional -- hoping that if
there are additional decomm ssioning nethods and techni ques,
that people in the industry will acknow edge that at these
scopi ng neetings.

The original generic environnental inpact
statenent, as | said before, was published in 1988 as NUREG
0586. It |ooked at decommi ssioning at all sorts of
facilities that hold licenses with the NRC. The revised

CEl S, however, will only address pernmanently shutdown
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reactors and will not include deconmm ssioning at fuel

fabrication facilities or independent spent storage
facilities. That will be published as a supplenment to NUREG
0586, so that the information related to deconm ssioning of
the other facilities will still be in the original docunent.
The new information that we | earned related to power reactor
decommi ssioning will be in supplenment one to NUREG 0586.

The NEPA process follows certain steps and the NRC
is required to follow those steps, which provides
consi stency for all environnental inpact statenents prepared
by all federal agencies. The first step in this process is
a notice of intent, which is published in the Federal
Regi ster. The notice of intent for this public neeting was
published in -- on March 14th and there was a public neeting
publ i shed on May 1st, in addition to this neeting. The
public neeting was held in tytesLisle, Illinois, on Apri
27, 2000; in Boston, Massachusetts on May 17th of this year;
and in Atlanta, Georgia on April 13th -- excuse ne, June
13th of this year.

Scoping neetings are used early in the NEPA
process, to help federal agencies describe what issues
shoul d be di scussed in the environnental inpact statenent.

It hel ps us define the proposed action and determ ne any
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peri pheral issues that may be associated with the proposed

action.

The next step is the scoping process. Scoping is
used early in the NEPA process to determ ne what issues
shoul d be discussed in the environnental inpact statenment or
generic environnmental inpact statenent. It hel ps us define
t he proposed action. Scoping, also, hel ps us determ ne any
peri pheral action issues associated with the proposed
action, but are considered outside of the scope of the
proposed actions realm Scoping identifies other related
actions, such as the environnmental inpacts or other EISs
that are being perforned by other state or federal agencies,
or that may inpact the deconm ssioning activities, which
then allows us to coordinate with other state or federal
agencies early in the process. Public coment on the scope
of this GEI'S nust be submitted by July 15, 2000.

Once scoping is conplete, NRC will perform an
eval uation of the environnental inpact associated with the
react or decomm ssioning. The environnmental evaluation wll
address the inpacts of the proposed action, which is
decommi ssioning, in a generic manner; that is, inmpacts that
may occur at all or nost of decomm ssioning nucl ear power

plants. The alternative to the proposed action and the
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i mpacts that could result fromthose alternatives wll,

al so, be evaluated. Finally, we'll look at the mtigating
neasures, those neasures that can be taken to decrease the
envi ronnment al inpact of a proposed action.

After the NRC has conpl eted the environnental
eval uation, we'll issue a draft environnental inpact
statenent for public comment. 1In this case, it will be a
draft GEIS and is schedul ed to be published early in 2001.
Al'l federal agencies issue draft EISs for public comrent.
At that time, there will be nore public neetings to gather
comments. After we gather the comments and eval uate them
we will issue a final environnmental inpact statenent, which
is scheduled to be published in |late 2001.

The NRC has previously published other
envi ronnmental inpact statenents that are related to or have
i npacts on other aspects of the decomm ssioning process. W
will look at the contents of these EISs, as part of the
deci sion regarding the scope of deconm ssioning. |[|f inpacts
are considered in other previously published GEl Ss, they
will likely not be reconsidered in a deconm ssioning generic
envi ronnment al i npact statenent.

A generic environnental inpact statenment conpleted

in July of 1997 | ooked at the radiological criteria that we
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used in the rul emaking for the very small anount of

radi oactive material that can remain onsite when a |icense
is termnated. As aresult of this CEIS, the criteria of 25
mlliremper year total effective dose equival ent was
adopted. The GEI S provided the basis for what the inpact to
the public are after the license has been termnated. A
final generic environnental inpact statenment conpleted in
1982 | ooked at the inpacts of |owlevel radioactive waste in
| icense disposal sites. The inpacts of the waste that cane
from decommi ssi oni ng plants was, also, considered in this
generic environnmental inpact statenent. Finally, a draft
El S has been witten on the geol ogical repository for spent
nucl ear fuel in Yucca Mouuntain in Nevada. W highlight
t hese ElI Ss, because these areas will not be considered in
t he deconmi ssioning CEIS, since they were covered in other
envi ronment al i npact statenents.

Now, that concludes ny portion of the
presentation, and if we have any questions --

MR. RICHARDS: All right. Thank you, very mnuch,
Dino. W next have a presentation by Eva Hickey. But
before we nove on to that, if there are any questions or
comments specifically about Dino' s presentation, we can take

sonme of those now. Wuld anyone like to ask any questions
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of M. Dino Scaletti?

[ No response. ]

MR. RI CHARDS: Seeing no volunteers, we'll nove
on. Eva?

M5. HI CKEY: Thank you. 1'd like to say thank you
to all of you for comng tonight. W look forward to
heari ng your comments and questions on our supplenent to the
generic environnmental inpact statenent. M nane is Eva
Eckert Hickey. I'mthe task |eader for the Pacific
Nort hwest Nati onal Laboratory mHtieisetptrarynul ti
disciplinary teamthat is supporting the devel opnment of this
suppl ement to the generic environnmental inpact statenent.
have one of our team | eaders here tonight, Kathleen Rhoads.
She will be doing the radiol ogical environnental inpact
assessnent for us.

For the next few mnutes, I wll be discussing
decomm ssioning. First, I'll talk a little bit about --

"1l give you sonme background on deconm ssioning. Then,

"1l discuss the process of decomm ssioning, how sonme of the
NRC regul ations are related to the deconm ssi oni ng process.

Il will talk very briefly about the nethods of

decommi ssioning; the activities that occur during

decommi ssioning; and, finally, just briefly, I want to
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di scuss sone of the environnental inpacts that we currently

are looking at and that are historically considered in
envi ronnment al i npact statenents.

But, first, before | get into that, let ne give
you the definition, as in the NRC requirenents, of
decomm ssioning, and it's sinply the process of safely
removing a facility fromservice, followed by reducing
residual radioactivity to a level that permts term nation
of the NRC license. [1'd |ike you to keep that definition in
m nd, as we di scuss decomm ssioning tonight, because it is
what is the basis for our scoping of this environnental
i npact statenent. Just as an exanple, we're |ooking at
removal of radioactivity or any activities that are required
for that renmoval. So, if a licensee has to renove a piece
of equi pnent that has asbestos and they have to do the
removal of the asbestos to take out a radiologically
cont am nat ed pi ece of equipnent, then we will be | ooking at
t hose inpacts fromthat asbestos renoval, al so.

kay. Alittle bit of background on
decomm ssioning. Wen the -- the regulations that were in
pl ace in 1988, when the original GEIS was publi shed,
required that at the end of the life cycle of a nuclear

reactor, the licensee had to submt a deconm ssioning plan.
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This plan was fairly prescriptive and very conprehensive.

By the md 1990s, when NRC was begi nning to have nore
experience wth decomm ssioning, they felt that the detailed
decommi ssi oni ng plan was not necessarily the best tool and
wi th some changi ng regul ations, they no |onger required the
decommi ssioning plan. Part of the reason was it was
considered that the activities that occurred during
decommi ssi oni ng could be acconplished in a simlar manner
t hat happens during operations. For exanple, if you renove
a pipe or replace a punp, that's done in the sane manner,
whether it's for a plant that is still operating or a plant
that is going through decomr ssi oni ng.

Conmmrer ci al nucl ear reactors have a set of
techni cal specifications that they nust foll ow when they're
operating and these technical specifications, although they
may change after the plant ceases operations, there are
still a set of specifications that the |icensee nust follow
These are part of the safety checks that are used and
extended into the deconmm ssioning process. |If a licensee
| ooks -- has an activity that is outside of the technical
specifications, then they nmust go through a license
amendnment that nust be followed and that calls for a

detailed NRC review. That's not to say that NRC doesn't
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provi de an overview related to environnental inpacts that

may occur during the decomm ssioning process. They do
provide a significant review, but the major up-front type of
review efforts for the environnmental aspects of
decommi ssi oni ng occur at two stages, and |'mgoing to talk
about those in a little nore detail.

At the start of decomm ssioning, where there are
concerns related to the safe storage of spent fuel and
concerns that the licensee has appropriately thought through
t he deconm ssioning process, and at the end of
decommi ssi oni ng when there are concerns related to ensuring
that the radiol ogi cal hazards have been renoved, these are
sonme of the inportant tinmes when we're | ooking at the
environnmental inmpacts. 1'Il talk about these two stages in
just a few m nutes.

So, inthe -- with the requirenents changi ng,
there is two specific things that happen early in the
process of decomm ssioning. First, the licensee is required
to make two certifications. The first certification is that
operations have permanently ceased at a facility, and this
means that the |licensee does not plan to ever operate the
reactor again. The second certification occurs after the

| i censee has renoved the fuel fromthe reactor vessel
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After this certification is nade, the plant's |icense does

not allow for either old or new fuel to be put back into the
reactor vessel. Following these two certifications, within
two years, the |licensee nmust submt a post-shutdown
decomm ssioning activities report, and |'m going to cal
t hat a PSDAR

Before | go on discussing the process for
decommi ssioning, I'd like to talk about the PSDAR a little
bit. The PSDAR has several parts of it. It first has a
general description of the planned decom ssi oni ng
activities. Secondly, it provides a schedule for the
acconpl i shnent of the significant m | estones that the
licensee has identified. It provides an estimte of the
expected costs for deconm ssioning and this estimate i s used
to conpare agai nst the amount of funds that the |icensee has
inits special account for deconm ssioning. And, finally,
t he PSDAR has a di scussion of the environnental inpacts and,
specifically, it contains the reasons that the |icensee
concl udes that the environnmental inpacts are bounded by the
previ ously issued environnental inpacts for that statenent
-- for that licensee and that site, or that the
environnmental inpacts are within the original CElS.

As Dino nentioned earlier, the generic
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environnmental inpact statement will be used by the NRC and

the |icensee throughout the entire decomm ssioning process
and it will be used to ensure that the environnmental inpacts
that may result during the activities that are perforned
during the decomm ssioning process are -- have been
previ ously considered. A specific hard |ook is given at the
time the PSAR——PSDAR i s devel oped. The details are not
provided in this report; however, the |icensee nust maintain
records of what they have done, to nake sure that the
envi ronnment al i npacts have been considered, and the NRC wi ||
| ook and nake sure that there's no new and significant
information related to the site that would invalidate the
generic -- considerations for the generic environnental
i npact statenent. The PSDAR is a sunmary docunent and the
NRC does not require an extensive analysis of the
environmental inpacts in the PSDAR

So what is the purpose of the PSDAR? Well, first
and forenost, it provides a general overview of the facility
decommi ssioning to the public and to the NRC. It allows for
the NRC to appropriately plan for its safety inspections
prior to and perhaps during maj or decomm ssioning
activities, and it allows the NRC to allocate the

appropriate resources to conduct the safety inspections.
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The PSDAR requires -- gives the licensee the opportunity to

exam ne their financial resources prior to starting any
maj or decomm ssioning activities and it ensures that
decommi ssi oni ng does not result in environnmental inpacts
that are not previously considered.

A neeting is held with the public soon after the
PSDAR is submitted. This is not an opportunity for a
hearing at this stage, since the submttal of the PSDAR is
not considered a major federal action that results in change
to the facility's license. However, questions may be asked
and comrents given at the public neetings that are held by
the NRC near the location of the plant. For exanple, | ast
night, there was a PSDAR neeting for the Rancho Seco pl ant.

If a licensee does not plan an activity that is
outside the paraneters of the environnmental inpacts
previously considered or if they request a change to the
license, then there is an additional review process. It may
result in a license anendnent and, at that point in tinme, it
woul d provide an opportunity for public intervention.

kay. Let's go back and talk a little nore about
t he deconmi ssioning process. At the sane tinme that the
PSDAR nmust be submitted, there nust, also, be a submittal of

a specific -- site-specific cost estimate. This provides a
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nore detailed | ook at the costs than as required in the

PSDAR. Once again, it's used to conpare agai nst the anount
of funds that the |icensee has been required to save for the
decomni ssi oni ng process and it provides a mechanismto
determne if adequate funding is available to conplete the
decommi ssi oning process; and if it's determned that it is
not, then the |licensee nust take appropriate actions to nmake
sure that their decomm ssioning funds are increased.

Foll owi ng the submttal of the PSDAR, the |icensee
is then able to begin major decomm ssioning activities, and
this could include i nmedi ate decontam nation and
di smant| ement or, perhaps, placing the facility in long-term
storage with dismantlement to be conpleted later. And I'l
talk a little nore about these nmethods for deconm ssioning
just alittle bit.

Now, within two years of reaching the conpletion
of decomm ssioning, the |licensee nust submt another
docunent, and this is called the license term nation pl an.
This license term nation plan provides a characterization of
the site and of the residual amounts of decontam nation that
are in the site. It identifies the final activities that
the licensee will be conducting to conpl ete decontam nation

and dismantl enment activities. It describes plans for site
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remedi ation; and it describes the detailed plans for the

final survey of residual contam nation that nust be
conpleted. And, finally, it, also, has a description of the
end use of the site and a final site-specific cost estimnmate.
After the NRC reviews the license term nation plan and after
the final survey of residual contam nation has been
conpleted, then the licensee will -- the license will be
termnated and the site will no | onger be under NRC purview.

Next, let me talk a little bit about the nethods
of decomm ssioning and there are four of them Oiginally,
NRC had envisioned three distinct nmethods: DECON, SAFSTOR,
and ENTOVB. But over the years, it has been recogni zed t hat
actually several sites have been using a conbination of
SAFSTOR and DECON.

First, I'd like to tal k about ENTOVB for just a
m nute. ENTOVB is a nethod where the radi oactive
structures, systens, and conponents are encased in a
structurally long-live substance, such as concrete. The
ENTOMB structure is appropriately maintained and there's
conti nued surveillance, which is carried out until the
radi oactivity decays to levels that permt term nation of
the license. Currently, the NRC s regulations allow for a

60-year period for conpleting the decomm ssioning process.
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So, in the 1988 GEIS, it was concluded that ENTOVB probably

was not a viable option for decomm ssioning. W wll be
reconsi dering the ENTOVB net hod in our supplenment to the
CEl S.

Yes?

M5. PORTER: Was it because of -- are you going to
tal k about why --

MR. RICHARDS: Before -- let ne get a m crophone
to you for a mnute. Could you identify yourself for the
transcript, please?

M5. PORTER: Sure. Rebecca Porter and |I'm here
with Green Action. M question was just why entonbing has
been set aside as sonething that probably isn't viable? 1Is
it just because of the amobunt of time that it takes and why
the license would have to be held for 60 years? O what is
the other -- what's the reason?

M5. HI CKEY: That was the -- the primary reason
that the CEIS that was published in 1988 did not | ook at
ENTOVB, because the |icense would not be able to be
termnated within 60 years. The anount of radioactivity
that would still remain in the plant would not allow for --
it would not neet the criteria for rel ease.

MR. RICHARDS: Just a mnute, please. Because
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we're being transcribed, we'd |ike to make sure that we get

your name on the record.

MR YOUNG M nanme is Ward Young and fromthe Bay
Area Nucl ear Waste Coalition. And I'mcurious why the NRC
woul d have conceived of entonmbnment, if they knew fromthe
begi nning that the residual |evels of radioactivity would be
such that entonmbnment wasn't a viable way of going about it.

M5. HHCKEY: GCkay. I'mgoing to | et NRC answer
t hat questi on.

MR. FELDVMAN: Yeah. Carl Feldman, NRC.
Basically, we wanted to give an objective type of eval uation
to the various ways -- alternatives for decomm ssioning and,
obviously, there's pronpt dismantlenment, there is deferred
di smant| enent, and there's entonbnent. We, also, |ooked at
cost --
YOUNG  Are you speaking in the m crophone?

FELDVAN.  Probably not.

2 3 3

RICHARDS: 1Is it on?

MR FELDVAN: Yeah, it's on. |Is that better? So,
we, also, |ooked at the cost benefits. And at the time we
were doing the EI'S eval uations, we had data -- we started
doing the evaluations in 1976 and we probably finished the

data in about 1981, and then we played sone little bits of
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updates and so on. So by 1988, we really didn't update to

any great degree, other than some inflationary aspects.
Wen we first started doing it, it didn't seemto
be much of a problemw th waste disposal. And so, if you
| ook at the alternatives for deconm ssioning, the only
peopl e that get dosed and insignificantly -- relatively
insignificantly for pronpt dismantlenent or deferred
di smant| ement were the occupational workers. There was
insignificant dose to the public. Wen you deal with
ent onbrment, you have sone potential for dosing the public.
So, we -- rather than have each tine an
alternative was brought up, a cost benefit analysis done to
look at it in a generic way, we picked the 60 years on the
basis of the decay of the dom nant radioactivity, which was
cobalt 60. And it turned out that roughly in 30 years, nost
of the dose would have dropped from decay, to about a third
of what it was, if you started a pronpt dismantlenent. And
the waste volunmes that were generated at that tinme decayed
to about a factor of 10 in about 50 years. So, there was
still further decay, but it was very sl ow.
And so, we, basically, said, all right, we didn't
want to rule out entonmbnent, because we recognized it can be

i nstances where sonebody m ght seriously consider that.
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But, we, basically, said, okay, it takes 50 years to get the

maxi mum benefit out of that thing and it takes about 10
years, give or take a little bit, to conplete the actua
decomm ssioning, so if they can do it in 60 years, fine, |let
them ENTOVB. If not, if they need a |onger period of tine
for a lot of different reasons, even a del ayed
di smantl ement, then they can still get it, if they conme in
and get a case specific exception fromthe Comm ssion, but
only for reasons of significant health and safety. And so
that's what we put in our rule. And since that tine, we
have been reeval uati ng what we had done in the past, and so
that's why entonbnent is now bei ng reconsi dered.

MR LEWS: Steve Lewis with the Ofice of Genera
Counsel. Let ne sort of put ny spin onit, in addition to
the things you' ve heard, which are, you know, much nore
know edgeable in many areas than | -- what | can tell you
There are a | ot of things happening in the world that are
i npacted |icensees, that are inpacting the nucl ear business,
that are inpacting the ways in which the NRC may have to
regulate. And so, | think that one of the reasons that the
CGElS, inthis case and other GEISs that we're undert aking,
are so inportant is because we need to be up to date with

t hi ngs that are changi ng.
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Now, one of the things that have changed, and this

was in the slides, is that we now have a perfornmance-based
rule for license termnation, and that's in Part 20, subpart
(e). And so, we have to now go back and think, rethink sone
of the prem ses of the 1988 CGEIS, in light of the changed
regul ations. Now, certainly when we do that, we're, also,
going to consider other things that nmay have changed, such
as anything that mght affect the cost benefit of doing
different types of deconm ssioning. And as everyone here

| " m sure knows, the situation and the assunptions regarding
avai lability of |owlevel waste sites around the country,
basically through conpacts, is not necessarily the sane
assunption that existed in 1988. So, | nmean, we want to be
real world about what we do and | think that—that's an

i mportant concept you should keep in mnd as to what's
driving this.

M5. HI CKEY: GCkay. Wit a mnute, we need --

MR. RI CHARDS: Again, please, before you nmake a
comment, give ne a chance -- get ny attention and I'Il bring
you the m crophone. W need your nane for the transcript,
you know, just so we get it all down.

M5. GEORGE: W nane is Barbara CGeorge and |'d

like a nore clear definition of the performance-based rul e
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that you nentioned and what do you nean by that.

MR. FELDVAN: What we did in the Part 20 |license
termnation rule is we devel oped a dose, which we felt was a
saf e dose for unrestricted rel ease, based on internationa
standards, and considerations of multiple types of sites
that woul d generate those. In addition, we talk about as
|l ow as is reasonably achievable to | ower that anmount when
possi bl e for |eaving sonething, which needs to be
decomi ssioned, to leave it at a -- with sone radioactivity
that is -- has insignificant inpact, in terns of health and
safety. And so the standard is based in ternms of dose.

But, in order to evaluate sonmething, you have to |look -- you
have to neasure it, and you don't directly nmeasure dose.

What you need to neasure is radioactive contam nation, which
then gives you a dose. And so what you do is you do

nodel ing and all sorts of things to get that type of nunber.

Prior to that -- this rule, we had a reg guide
t hat gave radi oactive concentrations, but it wasn't dose
specific. And we feel that this a much better way to do it,
because it's directly health and safety rel at ed.

MR LEWS: Steve Lewis again. You'll find that,

as a lawer, | always will find sonething additional to add

to whatever one of ny technical colleagues says. | guess
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it's just part of ny training.

Per f or mance-based, in ny mnd, neans that we are
not prescribing a nethodol ogy, a techni que of
decommi ssi oni ng that has to be undertaken. W are
specifying a resulting dose to the average nenber of what we
call the critical group, which is a whol e nmethodol ogy we' ve
devel oped for assuring ourselves that we can end NRC s
regul ation of the site. So, that's what | nmean by
per formance based.

The Conmi ssion has a definition, which | don't
have in front of me, which has about four things init. |
can't renenber what they are. But, | think just to be
responsive to what you are asking, the point I"mnaking is
that now that we have a rule that says that the NRC wi ||
termnate its |icense and, hence, will no |onger regulate
the facility and the site, that is based upon a dose we
derived fromcal culations we do; it puts a different spin on
what types of activities a licensee -- and techniques a
licensee may use. It really de-enphasizes the specific
activity and focuses nore on assuring that the nethod that's
going to be used will not exceed that dose.

MR. RI CHARDS: Barbara, did that answer your

guestion?
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GEORGE: Yes.

RICHARDS: All right, thank you. Eva?

H CKEY: Ckay.

2 5 3B

RI CHARDS: One nore question.

o

MEI NDL: Thank you. My nane is Irm Meindl,
|-R-M 1, Meindl, and | had a question. |s there anybody
overseeing these sites after the termnation of the -- after
the overseeing is conpl eted?

M5. HICKEY: Once the license is term nated, then
NRC has no nore oversight on that facility. 1It's released
for unrestricted use.

MR RICHARDS: To nake sure we're clear on the
guestion, that's once they are done deconm ssioning the
facility?

M5. HICKEY: Right. Once the decommi ssioning
process is conplete, once the license term nation plan has
been submitted, the radiol ogical survey has been conpl et ed,
and NRC verifies that they neet the criteria for
unrestricted release, the license is term nated and NRC no
| onger has any oversight of that facility. The licensee is
free to use that facility for whatever they have pl anned.

MR. RICHARDS: All right. Oher questions before

we nove on?
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[ No response. ]

MR. RICHARDS: All right, Eva?

M5. HICKEY: Ckay. I'mgoing to try to get
through the rest of the slides quickly, so we can get into
heari ng your questions and comments. The next nethod of
decomm ssioning is called DECON and that's when the facility
goes through the decontam nation, where they renove
contam nations fromsystens and structures, and they may
renmove | arge radi oactive conponents, |like the steam
generators and the reactor vessels. And then the next part
is dismantl enment, where they renove pipes and conponents
and, in sone cases, they may actually renove buil dings; but,
it depends on the approach that the |icensee has. And,
al so, part of dismantlenent is considered the transportation
of waste to a storage facility.

kay. And then the next nethod | want to talk
about is SAFSTOR. And SAFSTOR is a decomm ssi oni ng net hod,
where the facility is put in a safe and stable condition and
it's maintained in that state until the facility is
subsequent |y decontam nated and di smantled. To get the
facility into SAFSTOR, there's a preparation stage, where
there's deactivation of systens, draining of -- and flushing

pl ant systens and sone radi ol ogi cal assessnents are usually
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performed before the plant goes into safe storage.

And then it -- when the plant is in SAFSTOR, the
| i censee conducts preventive and corrective mai ntenance and
mai ntains that the structural integrity of the facility is
adequate. After the SAFSTOR period, then that's foll owed by
t he decontam nation and dismantl enment of the facility. An
exanpl e of the conbination of SAFSTOR and DECON i s the
Rancho Seco plant. They have recently conme out of the
SAFSTOR phase and they are entering the DECON or the
decont am nati on and di smantl ement stage of deconm ssioni ng.

kay. To finish the license --

MR. RICHARDS: Eva, | think we have one question

on that.

M5. HHCKEY: Ch, I'msorry.

MS. CABASSO |'m Jacki e Cabasso from Western
State Foundation. | just want to be -- | just want to be

conpletely clear that this SAFSTOR period at present cannot
exceed 60 years. Is that right?

M5. HICKEY: That's correct. Well, okay, and |et
me further add, not only can SAFSTOR not exceed 60 years,
but the decomn ssioning process has to have concl uded.

MR LEWS: Could | add sonething? Steve Lew s.

The regul ation actually provides that 5082 -- 10 CFR 5082,
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that if there's a public health and safety reason, the

Comm ssion can authorize a period of decomm ssioning -- for
t he conpl etion of decomm ssioning |onger than 60 years. So,
a plant could conceivably be in SAFSTOR nore than 60 years.
This is | ooking dowmn the road a lot, so | don't know exactly
what's going to play out in this regard. But, just to be
totally accurate, that showi ng could be nmade to the

Conmi ssi on.

MR. FELDVAN. Could I just -- | would just like to
add a little bit. In the rule, itself, we cite two exanpl es
or two situations to illustrate that and one is if there's

no place to put the spent fuel, that would be a reason to
all ow for delay, because you could maintain the spent fuel
within the reactor fuel pool. Another case is if you had
i nt erconnecting reactor systens, where you want to wait and
do them both together, because there's sonme possibility of
dosi ng peopl e when you' re doing one and runni ng the other
one. So, those are sone kinds of exanples where that type
of del ayed storage or deferred di smantl enent coul d occur.

MR. RICHARDS: Just to be clear on that second
exanple, Carl, you're saying that in sonme cases, there's
nore than one operating reactor at the site --

MR, FELDVAN:.  Yes.
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MR RICHARDS: -- they're willing to defer the

first one shutdown until the second one shuts down, do it
all at once?

MR. FELDMAN:  Yes.

MR RI CHARDS: Eva?

M5. HI CKEY: Ckay. To finish up on the
decommi ssi oni ng process, |I'll talk about the end of the
process, license termnation. And | nentioned earlier that,
at this point intinme, alicense termnation plan will be
submitted and, at that tine -- this is a tinme when the site
will provide a site-specific environnental report. And
there is an opportunity for a hearing, at this point,
because this is considered a najor federal action.

kay, Dino, I"'mgoing to try to nove on. Next.
As we mentioned earlier, one of the reasons that we are
revi sing or supplenenting the generic environnental inpact
statenment is because we do have a |lot of information now
There are 21 reactors that have shut down between the years
of 1963 and 1998; two of those have actually conpl eted DECON
and di smantl ement and six are currently undergoi ng DECON and
di smantl ement. There are nine plants that are in long-term
storage and there are four plants that are planning a

conbi nati on of |ong-term storage and DECON and
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di smant | enent .

A quick ook at the types of reactors that are
goi ng through decomm ssioning. There are eight boiling
wat er reactors, 10 pressurized water reactors, three of the
smal l er plants that are other designs, and these are all
from 23 negawatts to 3,111 nmegawatt thermal. The two plants
t hat have conpl et ed deconmm ssioning and their |icenses have
been termnated are Ft. St. Vrain in Col orado and
ShoerurrShor enam i n New Yor k

kay. Well, all of that discussion, so that we
can tal k about what we're planning to do for revising this
envi ronnmental inpact statenment. |'mnot going to read al
of these to you, but this is the list of environnental
impacts that we will assess; as exanples: |and use;
soci oeconom ¢ i npacts; environnental justice, which is new
fromthe previous GEIS. And what we're asking you tonight
is if you have any coments to offer on the scope of this
CEl S, other inpacts that we need to be looking at. 1'd like
you recogni ze that we have not assessed these inpacts yet.
They are just the ones that we will be | ooking at.

kay. There's a copy of the slides; if you don't
have them you can -- okay. | think you can go ahead, D no.

Okay. To end ny presentation, 1'd just like to go
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over again what the schedule is to scoping. W're | ooking

for comments and they' ||l be accepted until July 15th.
Comments can be provided by mail, in person. They can sent
to e-mail, to the address given above. And the NRC point of
contact is Dino Scaletti and his phone nunber is here. And
with that, I'd |ike to end ny presentation, because we woul d
i ke to hear what you have to say.

MR. RICHARDS: All right. Thank you, very mnuch,
Eva. W are here for, as | said before, a nunber of
reasons. One is to provide these presentations, to try to
i nform and education the public about what the NRC is doing
on the update of the generic environnental inpact statenent;
but, secondly, we're here to receive your conments and
guestions. W have seven people fromthe audi ence, who have
signed up to speak, so I'd |like to go to those people. For
anyone here who is not confortabl e speaking, as Eva
menti oned, we'll take e-mail comments; you can send us a
letter; or the NRC staff has agreed to stay after the
nmeeting tonight and we'll circle around and talk to people
privately, one-on-one, until we can answer your questions.

So, with that, I1'd like to go to Rebecca Porter,
and we'll start.

M5. PORTER Hi. M nane is Rebecca Porter. [|I'm
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here representing Green Action. W're an environnenta

justice organi zation, based in San Franci sco, but we work
all over the west coast and the western area of the U S.
And we'd just like to start off by saying the priority
shoul d be not the speeding of the deconm ssion sites or to
accomodat e the nuclear industry at all, but explicitly to
protect public health and the environment.

We've seen Mdway Village, which is right in our
city, and that's a governnent housing project that was built
just on a former electrical power plant and the results are
unbel i evable -- the cancers, all things |ike that -- and
that was 50 years ago. |'d hate to think about a governnent
housi ng project or any project built on top of a nuclear
waste facility or a former nuclear waste facility.

It's our sense that out of npbst environnmental and
heal th organi zations in this area, that the waste be kept
onsite and above ground, because in no case should it ever
be buried on the reckless practice of burying waste in an
offsite dunp. An offsite dunp has been disastrous. Until
the NRC rules for the waste and site treatnment, it should
remain in this facility and fornmer sites. | don't care if
it takes 300 years, | don't think 60 years is |ong enough

for it to be unnonitored adequately. 1, personally, feel
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and | feel that a | ot of people should feel that no matter

how long it takes, | wouldn't urge to build anything on top
of it. And we know, as an environnental justice

organi zation, that is it primarily | ower incone people,
peopl e of color, who end up living in the areas of these
kind of facilities and through the industry and things |ike
that. And we don't want to -- we can't continue that trend.

Also -- let's see what else -- so, we do -- we do
inplore the NRC to uphold its proclamation in its mssion to
protect the health and safety of people and the environnment.
And -- let's see -- we feel that there is no acceptable
dose, as you put it, and no effect -- and because there is
no effective nmeans of treatnent of disposal, we would |ike
to see the waste renmain onsite at the nuclear facility and
make sure that it is not shipped or buried anywhere, because
we put people's health and humanity far above redistributing
and reducing this land for public use, that is unrestricted
by the NRC or by any other regul atory agency. Thank you.

MR. RICHARDS: All right, thank you, Rebecca. |
read that to mean that you would support the entonbnent
option that was discussed. That's basically --

M5. PORTER: Yes, as long as it did not harm any

human being or anything like that. [|'mnot conpletely
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famliar with it and the results of it and how it does

expose people in any way. But, as far as being a viable

option, | think we should keep it in mnd. |If it is onsite
and it doesn't involve sending the waste off, | would
probably support that; |I'mnot sure.

MR, RICHARDS: Al right. | just nentioned that,

because it's an issue that the NRC is considering, at this
time. And there have been a nunber of public neetings and
there is information available. You mght want to talk to
Dr. Feldman afterwards, because he's been very much invol ved
in that option.

|"d like to go next to Eric Goldin. Eric?

MR GOLDIN:  No comment.

MR. RI CHARDS: Gkay. Thank you, Eric. Ward

Young?

MR. YOUNG Thank you for your presentation today.
First of all, I'dreally like to object to putting words in
the nouth of the first speaker, which, I"'msorry, | don't
know your nanme -- Stu, you just did, and | don't think it's

fair to inply that she was referring to entonbnent. She
never used the word “entonbrent,” so I think that is kind of
tricky, to be trying -- you know, to be suggesting that that

was t he substance of her comments. 1'd just like to make
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that comment right away.

W believe -- | amwith the Bay Area Nucl ear Waste
Coalition. W work with a |arge coalition of groups and
Native American tribes and have a proposed dunp site at Ward
Valley in California in the desert. And we oppose the
shal l ow | and burial of radioactive waste and think that the
NRC shoul d | ook at an addition option, which is a SAFSTOR
with an extended -- a potential for extending that period of
time, to maintain flexibility, to | ook at other options in
the future, such as continued storage, such as geol ogi cal
di sposal for sonme of these wastes, such as m ne rock
repositories for some of these wastes. W oppose shall ow
| and burial for these wastes.

|"d, also, like to suggest that NEPA shoul d now
require an environnental justice inpact analysis for this
process. An environnental justice inpact analysis is a
t hor ough going | ooking at all of the environnmental justice
-- potential environmental justice inpacts and should have
the sane type of thoroughness that an environnental inpact
statenment woul d have.

We are very concerned about the residual |evels of
radioactivity left at these sites and the all owabl e doses,

up as high as 500 milliremper year. W are very opposed to
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all owi ng that type of exposure to occur. And we're not --

we don't conpletely trust all of the nodeling that the NRC
does. W believe, also, that it's inportant to adopt the

precautionary principle when | ooking at these options and

this whol e process of deconmm ssioning. And that can be --
it has been defined as not reducing risk, but elimnating

risk in activities as nuch as possi bl e.

We are, also, concerned that the entire dose of
radi ati on needs to be exam ned under each of these
alternatives, in addition to our proposed alternative, which
i s extended SAFSTOR. W believe that that shoul d include
the type of dose that workers in the nmetal recycling
i ndustry receive fromthis type of decomm ssioning. W
bel i eve that SAFSTOR has advantages, in ternms of exposures
to workers and the public. And the inmediate
decommi ssioning, as stated in the docunents that you handed
out, the disadvantages of that are hi gher dose than SAFSTOR
to the occupational force and hi gher doses to the general
public through transportation of all of these materials to
dunp sites.

We, also, believe that it's inportant at the sane
time to recognize that although costs are one elenment in the

equation, that total dose and reducing that as lowas it --
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as reasonably achi evable; and, in fact, reducing it should

be the -- should be a very high -- very, very highly placed
val ue on the type of process that is chosen.

And | am aware -- another -- | think another thing
that woul d be excellent information for this type of process
to bring out to the public would be successes and failures
in the deconm ssioning that has happened so far. | am aware
that 41 facial contam nations and the rel ease of high
particles occurred during the cutting up of the Yankee Row
reactor vessel and that concerns ne greatly. That does not
seem|ike the type of success, but is rather a failure that
has occurred already in this effort.

We, also, think that it is not a reasonable
assunption to nake that Yucca Muuntain will be open or any
ot her geol ogic repository within the next 10, 20, 30 years.
We think that allowances should be made for the continued
use of these sites -- nuclear power plant sites for extended
spent fuel storage, as well as extended storage in the
contai nment of -- as nmuch of the equipnent in the
contai nment that can be left there as possible.

Cont ai nnents, we believe, are excellent resources to be used
for extended storage of nuclear power plants.

Al so, we believe that the idea that the cost of
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t he i medi ate decommi ssioning and the availability of waste

sites -- lowlevel waste sites should be | ooked at and to
the extent that -- by using -- setting aside a fund for
deferring deconm ssioning for SAFSTOR, setting aside a fund,
whi ch can gat her conpound interest, may allow the ability to
overcome any type of increase in costs that has been
experienced at |low | evel waste sites.

Now, I'd like to say, also, that at the Buarnwel |
site, we have charges for -- charges that are actually
probably going to be greater than the next site that it
seens to be ranping up, which is the Envirocare site. Costs
actually seemto be going down to sone extent, in that case.
So, we really need to | ook at the costs variables very
carefully and not assunme that we know what's going to

happen. W should look at all the various possibilities.

Baarnwel | is ranping down for the next eight years and -- so
there will be availability. And, again, Envirocare seens to
be ranping up, but what if -- what if Envirocare is, also,

shut off. W think that's another reason why SAFSTOR is --
has advant ages.

I"mgoing to stop there. | can continue, but |I'm
going to submt sonme witten comments, as well.

MR. RICHARDS: Al right. Thank you, Ward. If we
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run out of questions, we'll conme back to you, if you'd Ilike.

And I'd Iike to respond to what you said originally. You
know, if | put you on the spot or put words in your nouth,
apol ogize. M intent was to question whether you were

tal ki ng about entonbnent. So, you know, if it's

i nappropriate --

M5. PORTER: Now that you' ve spoken about SAFSTOR
| think that's actually what | was referring to. | don't
really know the actual -- I'mnot very famliar with the
actual specifics of it, but he seens to have hit on nore of
what | was tal ki ng about than entonbnent.

MR, RICHARDS: Al right. WlI, again, thank you,
Ward. For the panel nmenbers, | think there was quite a
nunber of issues that were brought up there, a lot of it in
the formof a statenent. |s there anyone who wants to
respond or ask questions about any of the comments by Ward
Young?

MR. FELDVMAN. One of the coments you nmade was
there is a fund over that 60-year period; that is, they have
to reassess their actual decommi ssioning fund at various
times during the process of operating and cl osing down. And
there is sone allotnment now, | think it's two or three

percent, or sonething, to allowthemto collect sonme kind of
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interest. So, there are sone provisions |like that going on.

Just to clarify this difference between entonbnent
and safe storage. Entonbnent is kind of |ike a hardened
safe storage, where you put the contam nants in sonething
like a concrete type of contai nnent and you assure yourself
that they're isolated fromthe environnment for such a period
of tinme that they can adequately decay down to a | eve
that's acceptable to release it. So, for instance, if 25
mlliremwas the |level, then you would have to wait a
certain nunber of years. |If cobalt 60, for instance, was
the type of dose, it might be 100, 130 years typically, as a
conservative estimte of how | ong you would have to wait.
But, there are other things in reactors besides cobalt.
There's cesium and that takes |onger; then there are sone
very long lived types of materials.

But, nevertheless, the definition of entonmbnment is
that once you isolate, then solely through the process of
decay -- you don't want to go back in and rip up the thing,
because you've hardened it; you made it difficult to take
apart -- so solely through the process of decay would the
dose go down and it be released at that point in tinme.

MR, RICHARDS: Al right. Any other questions or

comments we need to clarify fromthe NRC staff? Again,
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Ward, for some of your comments, if you want, we'll cone

back to you and we'll, also, stick around after the neeting.
You made comrents about not trusting the nodeling. W have
menbers of our Nuclear Materials Safety and Saf eguards

of fice here tonight. Bob Nelson in the back, you may want
totalk with himseparately after the neeting.

You tal ked about the 500 mlIliremper year. |'m
assuming that's at waste sites, because that's far above the
criteria that -- Carl?

MR. FELDVAN. Well, |egal counsel here wanted ne
to nention restricted release, which | didn't nention
earlier. There is -- there are two types of rel eases that
are allowed in 20 -- Part 20, subpart (e). One is
unrestricted release, which is 25 mllirem and the other
one is restricted rel ease, where, again, we termnate the
license in both cases. 1In all cases, the individuals, who
are at the site, are not supposed to get nore than 25
mlliremALARA. However, in the case of restricted rel ease,
one of the conditions is that if the restrictions ever
should fail, it cannot exceed 100 mllirem plus ALARA and in
sonme rare instances or special instances, it could go to 500
mlliremALARA. But, in those cases, there would have to be

periodi c rel ooking, capital relooking, by whoever had the
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obligation to do that every five years, sonething |like that.

Well, there's structure set up in the rule for
that. For the various degrees of restricted rel ease, there
are nore conplex, nore difficult criteria to satisfy. So,
it's atiered type of rule for those situations.

MR. RI CHARDS: Any other questions or comrents
before we nove on to our next listed speaker? Yes, m' an?

M5. KOSSEFF: Hi. M nane is Robin Kosseff. [|I'm
with the Western States Legal Foundation and | actually --
|'"'m also, going to speak; but, I, actually, also, want to
make a conment about the nodeling. So, if our nodeler is
here and could respond to what Ward said in public now, I
woul d appreciate that.

MR RICHARDS: | think it depends on the question.
| don't think we want to get into a | ong di al ogue about
nodel i ng, because it can be conplex. But, if it's a
strai ghtforward question, perhaps Bob Nel son could respond.
So, what is the question about nodeling?

M5. KOSSEFF: Ward, do you want to repeat what you
sai d?

MR RICHARDS: | think what Ward said is that he
didn't -- his organization didn't trust the nodeling that

the NRC was using. | don't renenber himgoing beyond that
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and describing that. So ny comrent to Ward was, you know,

we'll be glad to talk with himafter the neeting to get the
detail s.
M5. KOSSEFF: Well, | think what I'"masking is if
we can have a response to that now, | would appreciate that.
MR RICHARDS: | think we need nore of a conment
than -- well, do you understand what |'m asking? | nean,
the question so far is we don't trust the nodeling. It's

hard to respond to that kind of question w thout sone
detail .

M5. KOSSEFF: |'mgoing to ask a question that's
nore specific --

MR RICHARDS: Al right. Wy don't we nove on to
Bar bara Geor ge.

M5. GEORGE: Hi. M nane is Barbara George. |I'm
the director of the Winen's Energy Matters and 1'd like to
first thank you for com ng out and giving your presentation.
And | just wanted to tell you that I'mcelebrating with
sol stice today and so | greet you with the utnobst concern
for nother Earth, because | would hardly ever choose to be
i ndoors on the night of the solstice in the summer when it's
beautiful outside. But, | amreally happy that we're

tal ki ng about nucl ear power plants being shut down. That's
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t he good news. Oh, we have light in here, too; great.

| think that we're on the right track to be
tal ki ng about cl osi ng nucl ear power plants. It's been a
pretty sad story up to now and ny major concern is that it
doesn't becone a truly horrendous disaster story from here
on out. And |I've always been amazed that people can speak
about cl osing down and di smantling nucl ear power plants when
we know that the things inside themare so incredibly |etha
for so many, many, nmany generations long, long after we're
gone. And, you know, we're tal king about the 60 years, that
is the maximumof tinme that you want to allow the process to
take. And | realize that that's about, you know, a person's
life tinme, if they're not fortunate enough to live a little
coupl e of nore decades.

And it seenms |ike there's this sense of hurry to
everyt hi ng about nuclear issues. | work a lot with people
over in Berkeley, dealing with Lawence Berkel ey Nati onal
Lab, which is a place where a lot of this materials were
devel oped along with nedical materials, so there's a | ot of
rational that it sonmehow is healthy and good for us. But,
it's really not very good for us, in general, a lot of it.
You know, in the |arge power plants, there is such an

i ncredi bl e amount of danger involved with them
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And | recognize that you fol ks have a trenendous

responsibility to nake day-to-day decisions about how t hese
things are operating and | could inagine that that's wearing
after a while, to be so responsible for such incredibly
dangerous things. And it nust be very difficult to have
that be your job, and to be able to go hone and leave it. |
can't imagine what that is |ike, except that it's becone ny
job over the last 20 years, to |look at this from anot her
si de.

And | recognize that we, in the anti-nuclear
nmovenent, have a |l ot of friendships and feelings for each
ot her involved in the work we do. And | recognize that you
have a | ot of the sane things going on, that you have
col | eagues that you' ve been working with for many, many
years and you have a long history of knowi ng each other and,
you know, the famlies and issues like that. And | think
that's sonething that | try to renmenber when | get angry and
when | feel like you re not doing enough or you're not doing
what | want you to do.

And | hope that you can see your way to thinking
about our -- you know, our point of view, also, and the fact
that we have -- you know, we're trying to be responsible in

our way for what is left out of this process oftentines.
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And | know over the years that there have been many -- nany

t hings that were brought to your attention by the, you know,
folks on this side of the table that probably didn't feel so
good at the tine and, you know, probably inproved things
overall. | don't know how we're all going to get through
you know, the next hundred generations or however nany

t housand generations until that stuff is really |less

danger ous.

Anyway, | have specific comments. | don't have
themvery well laid out, because | only found out about this
on Monday. And | don't know whether there was a | ack of
notice to the groups or whether we just sort of dropped the
ball on our end, but | hope that there's better notice next
tinme.

" mextrenmely concerned about the financial

l[iability of the organizations that are undertaking the

decommi ssioning. First of all, | want to say,
decommi ssioning seens like a mlitary term | just -- you
know, there is sonmething that bothers ne about that. |In any

case, the financial issues in the nuclear power business are
becom ng really major and I know that there's been an
i ncredi ble issue. Do you folks read the Nuclear Information

and Research Service Mnitor by any chance? It's a
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wonder ful publication and I know you do talk to them

They' re in Washi ngt on.

In any case, they have run a nunber of articles on
t he changi ng ownershi p of nuclear power plants. And in one
case, the Oyster Creek nuclear reactor, which is al nbst at
the end of its license, was recently sold for only $10
mllion, although it had $100 million worth of fuel on hand.
In other words, the sale price was mnus $90 mllion. And
the i ssue cones up, well, why would anybody want to buy an
ol d nucl ear power plant anyway? And the answer, | believe,
is emerging that there's a great big pot of gold in the
utility office and that's -- the name on that pot of gold is
decommi ssioning. They've had to coll ect noney over the
years fromrate payers for this process that we're
di scussing here and the conpani es, which have been buying up
reactors -- apparently, they've bought 10 in the U S. and a
nunber of reactors in Canada -- it's a partnership between a
British conpany that owns the reactors there and one of our
sl eazi est reactor owners in the U S., the Phil adel phia
El ectric Conpany, and their partnership is called AVERG N.

So, anyway, they're out there buying up reactors
and it appears that what they're looking for is this pot of

gold. They're planning to run the reactors into the ground.
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They're, you know, hiring tenp workers instead of -- and

laying off their regular staffs. And they're, basically,
taki ng a chance that the decomm ssioning process will cost a
whole lot less than they had initially believed. And ny
understanding is that this process that we're here
di scussing is partly involved in snoothing the path for
industry to make it cheaper to close down nuclear facilities
and cl ean them up.

And | just want to say that, you know, we're
tal king, you know, to save a few bucks for sone
car pet bagging British conpany and | eave a trenendous anount
of radioactive damage, | find that really horrifying. And I

just want to say on the record that if there is anything in

this process, which is doing that, 1'd |like you to think
about it twice. And | would, also, like to say that as part
of this supplenental environnmental inpact statenent, | would

like to see you put a clause in whatever it needs to be in,

t hat the decomm ssioning funds, whatever is unused of the

decommi ssioning funds will not ever, ever be part -- be --
that the conpanies will have no access to those nonies and
whatever is left over will go into a fund, some kind of a

nationally owned federal fund for cleaning up stuff that

doesn't get cleaned up, because | know there are so many
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pl aces that are -- that need to be cl eaned up now and

there's nobody out there, who is responsible for cleaning
t hem up, and so the taxpayers end up footing that bill. So,
| know that this noney will be used very well.

And | think that renoving the incentive for
conpani es to buy nucl ear power plants in order to get this
noney woul d be the nost inportant thing that you could do
wi th the suppl enental environnmental inpact statenent; and
that the issue has -- you know, it's not |ooking good, based
on the Sequoi a fuels deconm ssioning, which is not a nucl ear
power plant, but it is a facility and apparently they put
that facility under a shell ownership, which had no assets,
and so there's no noney now to clean up the nmess that they
| eft behi nd.

And | have another mmjor concern that I'd like to
go into and I"'msorry if I"'mgoing on too long. |'m hoping
that the neeting is small enough, so that we can do this.

MR. RICHARDS: We've only got seven people lined

up.
M5. GEORGE: Ckay, great.
MR. RICHARDS: |If you're going to go on for nuch
longer, 1'd like to nake sure we get to the other speakers;

then, we can cone back to you, if that's all right.
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M5. GEORGE: That would be all right.

MR. RICHARDS: Al right. So, okay, do we want to
respond? |s there anybody on the panel that wants to
di scuss the deconm ssioning fund issue?

MR. SCALETTI: Wiile Steve is collecting his
t hought s on decomm ssioning funds, I'd |like to just stress
the notice of this neeting. You said you only heard about
it Monday. W put out the first notice of this neeting
March 14th. It identified the neeting would be held in San
Francisco on the 21st. W issued a subsequent notice
specifically for this meeting and the Atlanta neeting
earlier this nonth, either towards the end of May or early
June it went out. It was published in the Federal Register.

W are opening to -- perhaps maybe -- to
facilitate informati on disbursal, we are opening a Wbsite,
which will be specifically dedicated to this devel opnent of
t he deconm ssioning generic environnmental inpact statenent.
And as soon as that gets done, and it should be relatively
soon, | will send out a notice to all the people that have
signed up of what the Wbsite is, so that you can get the
information there. Transcripts will be included. Sone of
the ol der docunmentation related to -- at |east portions of

NUREG 0586, which relate to power reactors, will be put on



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

59
this Website. So, this information will be there. And,

hopeful l y, when we get to devel oping the -- once we've
devel oped the draft of this docunent, it will be there and
notices will be there when neetings are. So, it will be a

better coordination.

MR. RICHARDS: On the topic of the deconm ssioning
fund, Steve, do you think you could speak to the access of
that fund and then perhaps, Dino, if you could talk to
actions the NRC takes, to ensure that the site neets the
cleanup criteria before we term nate the |icense?

MR, LEWS: Just give ne one nonent.

(Pause.)
MR LEWS: |1'magoing to say sonething and then
Carl will say sonething nore know edgeabl e than nme. The

regul ations, and I don't have themright in front of ne, do
not contenplate that if, in fact, the amounts of nobney that
have been set aside, basically fromrate payers, if they
prove to be in excess of what is needed, ny understanding is
that it would be returned -- it would revert, basically, to
the public utility conm ssion or the public service
commi ssion, to basically oversee the disposition of that.
What we are basically doing and our regulation is

focused on assuring, to the best of our current
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understanding, that there will be adequate anmobunts of nobney

in there. But, since nmany of these things overlap very,
very strongly with continuing regulation by state public
utility or state public service comm ssions and since these
types of charges are basically comng fromthe rate payer,
t he nore pervasive |ong-term oversight and actions with
respect to that noney are going to be by the appropriate
state reqgulators, particularly since we'll no |onger have a
license and the NRC will be out of the picture. So, that's
the best | can tell you frommy general understanding on it.
MR. FELDMAN. | think one of the things we have to
explain is the role of the NRC and our mandate. W' re not
in the business of collecting funds for deconm ssi oni ng
directly. Qur purpose is health and safety and the intent
is that a sufficient or bulk of funds be there in situations
where health and safety is a problem That's why we have
initial requirenments for collection of funds. There -- and
mainly we try to stay out of it, because we don't want to
get into equity problens and all sorts of other problens
that go on with rate collectors and so on in the states and
the PUCs. And so the way we approach is we have a m ni mum
amount that has to be set aside, because that's what our

consideration for health and safety is. And they can
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collect nore than that; they can't collect |ess.

However, there are other factors that cone into
this and one of themhas to do with the tax of the nonies.
And I nternal Revenue Service has nade sone rulings way back,
if it's an external reserve fund for utilities, they don't
have to pay taxes on it. They do sone kind of thing called
net negative salvage and it's a conplicated thing and |'m
not quite famliar with it, because that's not ny area.
There are people here, who are not here today, who do that
kind of stuff. But, basically, the types of things they do
where they don't pay taxes, they have to sonmehow deal with
t hose noni es, because they're saying that noney is for
decommi ssi oni ng purpose. That collection was done
specifically for -- through a federal regulation for health
and safety, so |I don't know what happens if they collect
nore than that. M feeling is they woul d have an obligation
to return that portion of the noney.

MR. RI CHARDS: Thank you, Carl. [|'ve been
rem nded to |l et people know that we are taking witten
comments, if you need nore time to think through these
i ssues, until July 15th. 1Is that right, Dino?

MR. SCALETTI: Right.

MR. RICHARDS: kay. And, you know, part of the
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comment | heard from Ms. George was that these utilities may

desire not to properly clean up the site. | think it was
covered in part of -- one of the bullets on the slide, but
the topic of the confirmatory surveys by the NRC and |'d
i ke to have sonebody speak to that, if you coul d.

MR, SCALETTI: Well, 1'Il speak to it briefly.
The conment -- one comment 1'd like to address is the intent
of these conpani es buying these sites up and going to run
theminto the ground. 1'd like to just say that we -- you
know, we still have regulations. These sites are constantly
inspected. Dr. Blair Spitzberg is here; he can address this
in nore detail. Even for the decomm ssioning process, our
regi onal inspectors are onsite; not constantly, but when a
maj or activity goes on, they are there to watch, to observe,
to inspect, and this goes on through the process of
decommi ssioning. Surveys are constantly done. And so,
there is a great deal of scrutiny with regard to a nucl ear
power plant. It is ongoing fromissuance of a |icense, to
license termnation.

And we do have, obviously, the criteria of 25
mlliremper year that nust be net before the |icense can be
termnated. The licensee is required to performa site

survey, which -- first, they have to do a site
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characterization, which identifies -- where there are any

probl em areas, they have to do a site survey. The NRC will
do a confirmatory survey, to ensure that they are within the
25 milliremcriteria. Now, that's -- it was discussed
previously. |If Dr. Spitzberg has anything he'd like to add
with regard to the inspection process and the oversight that
goes on --

MR. RICHARDS: Wy don't we take one quick coment
fromDr. Spitzberg, fromour regional office, then we'll
nove on.

DR. SPI TZBERG  Thank you. Yes, | think to echo
what Dino said, we do conduct active routine and reactive
i nspections throughout the operating life of all facilities
and once they're in a shutdown and decomm ssi oni ng node, we,
al so, continue that process until license term nation. Part
of that inspection is to ensure that they are conplying the
all of the safety requirenents, the technical
specifications. Part of the decomm ssioning inspections
that we performare confirmatory neasurenents, to nake sure
that the nmeasurenments that the licensees are taking to
establish the final status of the site are, in fact, valid
and that we confirmthat.

The other comment | would nmake, in terns of change
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of ownership, is that when |icensees do change ownership,

they are required to notify the NRC of that and we do a
review of that change. And it's not -- a change of
owner ship does not equate to a reduction in the safe
operation of the facility and we verify that through our
i nspection program

MR. RI CHARDS: Ckay, thank you, Blair. Wy don't
we now go to Irmi Meindl. |Is that correct?

M5. MEINDL: Thank you. |'mvery concerned that
there is no i ndependent oversight over the deconm ssioni ng
process that is going on. And there should be sonme kind of
regul ati on about after the 60 years, what will happen to the
site, because there could be sonmebody com ng by and just
finding a way to nake a | ot of noney just by buying the site
in a cheaper way than you usually get sites like that. So,
| don't think it should be just left by itself, because
there is still sone radioactivity going on, even if it's
very m nute.

But, you know, not to underestinmte, how many
reactors are considered to be deconm ssioned and, also, if
there are a maxi mum per year? | mainly have a | ot of
guestions. Are there any plans for new nucl ear reactors or

is the trend to go away from nucl ear power and go nore into
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alternative energy, like solar and wind and so forth? What

do you do with the radi oactive materials in the process of
decommi ssioning, as well as after?

And those for you to say the decomm ssion process
is conpleted and, you know, termi nation is finished, neaning
-- it sounded a little vague, you know. It was |ike kind of
a wor| dw de standard of what is considered safe radi oactive
level, to leave it by itself and have no oversight, so it
woul d be great if there could be sone kind of nore specific
nunber for -- the differences in the reactors, maybe you
need the nunbers; but, in general, have a nore specific
nunber for when the decomm ssioned process is conpl eted.

And | was wondering if you could explain drain and
flush plant systens. It was under the SAFSTOR  There was
this one part, the preparation for SAFSTOR, drain and flush
pl ant system if you could just explain that a little bit
nore, if water gets flushed, too, and how t hat goes. Thank

you, very much

MR, RICHARDS: Al right. Thank you. That | ast
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one was slide 23, Eva. |If you could take a | ook at that.

As far as new nucl ear power plants, you know, that is a
deci sion made by utilities. | don't think we have any
applications in for new nucl ear power plants. But, on the
ot her hand, | don't think anybody here can speak to what
utilities across the country intend.

Wbul d sonebody on our panel like to speak to, in
ki nd of general terns, what happens to the radioactive
material ?

Carl, make sure you get the m crophone there so we
get a transcript.

MR. FELDVAN. The -- well, you nentioned the
standards we have, this license term nation standard of 25
mllirem ALARA. Those are basically, when you tal k about
t he ALARA aspect of it, we | ook at cost benefit, or how nuch
dose are you saving, and what are you spend for it. Because
there are alternatives to spend noney where, you know, you
m ght want to put a traffic light in or sonething else, or
there are other -- you have to do a total balance. There is
| ots of ways of saving lives, not just through nuclear. So
we do that type of thing.

There are nunbers floating around for doing cost

estimates. Typical nunbers are sonething like $3 million
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per fatality averted is an exanple of sone of these nunbers

that the governnent uses to | ook at cost benefits.

But, in any rate, we | ook at those things. But
you can't do an ALARA unl ess you are safe, you have to start
at a safe level, and then you do ALARA to adjust down. So
that is why the 25 milliremis picked as a nunber that is
consi dered safe.

Now, the ALARA, an exanple of that would be if you
had somet hi ng where you had a concrete structure and you
wer e decontam nating it, you could down further in how nuch
you renoved because of costing. The way the radioactivity
gets on to the concrete, et cetera, when you renpve it and
it is sent to, let's say, a low level waste facility, or is
removed fromthe site, that is a certain costing involved in
that, and that is not as expensive as renoving soil froma
site. So when the soil gets contam nated, it is nuch nore
difficult to renove because you have to renmove lots of it,
and it is heavy and it is very |l ow concentrations of
activity.

And so normally you would, in an ALARA concept,
you woul d go down |lower in concentration on a structure than
you would on soil, but you would still have to go down bel ow

25 mllirem So that is -- and the anbiguity comes about
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because there is a translation that is involved and there is

no way to avoid it. Wen you |ook at radioactivity, you
have sone kind of activity per unit volune, per unit area,
that has to be translated to an exposure to individuals, and
you need to do nodeling, there is no other way to get there.
And so there are sonme assunptions made and, generally, we
try to make themrealistic but sonmewhat conservative.

MR. RICHARDS: Well, why don't we go to Eva Hickey
on the question about the drain and flush and then you got
the slide up was referred to.

M5. HHCKEY: Right. 1In the reactor, there is a
| ot of systens, piping and conponents that have liquids in
them And to prepare for SAFSTOR, what they will do is
drain those |iquids out of the systens and pi pes, so -- and
because a | ot of tines those have radioactive materials in
them and that way those materials will no | onger be in the
reactor, or in the plant.

SPEAKER: Where do they go?

M5. HI CKEY: Ckay. | was --

MR. MEINDL: The question for the record is, where
do they go? And | think that is a question, Carl, you
didn't answer. \Were does the radioactive material go?

M5. HHCKEY: Right. Oay. There is -- for the
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liquids, they go through a process to try to renove the

radi oactive materials fromthe liquid, and then the liquid
t hat does not have the materials in it can be rel eased, or
is dealt with., There is a variety of ways that that is
done.

But all of the radioactive materials that |eave
the site will go to sonme sort of a licensed storage
facility. Before they get there, they may be further
conpacted. They may go to another, to a facility in between
which will reduce the volune before they go to a storage
site, but all the materials, one way or another, will go to
a licensed facility for storage.

MR. RICHARDS: And just to be clear, and | think
Ward Young touched on this, but for nost |ow level waste, it
goes to a waste burial site, | mean it is buried in the
gr ound.

The high level waste, the nuclear fuel is
presently under discussion. | think nost people here have
heard Yucca Mountain nmentioned. But the federal governnent,
t he Departnent of Energy is still looking for, you know, how
we are going to proceed as far as the disposal of high |evel
waste, which is primarily the spent nuclear fuel.

Am | correct on that? |s there anyone here who
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wants to add to that?

[ No response. ]

MR. RI CHARDS: Gkay. A quick question from
Bar bara Geor ge.

M5. GEORGE: Well, it isn't a very quick question.
It kind of leads into what | wanted to tal k about |ater, but
| will make it as quick as | can right now There is a
project going on right nowin Tennessee to grind off the
surface contam nation of nmachinery at Oak Ri dge fue
facilities, but they are also planning to take a reactor
vessel, | believe it is, from M chigan and do the sane thing
with it, grind off the surface radi oactive contan nation
| eaving a certain anmount, an unknown certain anmount of
contam nati on behind, and then chop it up and send it out to
the scrap netal industry. So that says to ne that it does
not go to a low | evel storage facility. And | think this is
the future that we are heading into with our eyes tightly
shut .

And | understand that the NRCis waiting for the
BEIR dose. | nean this whole question of the dose is
anot her issue, because a dose is a cal cul ated hypot heti cal
nunber, rather than an actual description of the radiation

in a particular piece of machinery, what elenents it is,
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what kind of -- you know, what exactly is there, what the

hot spots are, et cetera. You get into dose-based nodeling
and you average everything out and it basically beconmes not,
you know, not a real world tangible thing anynore. It
beconmes a hypot hetical, theoretical discussion wthout the
realities of hot spots and bad calibration equipnent.

| think this is a very big issue. MW
understanding is it is very hard to neasure down to very
smal | nunbers of millirenms. And so the question of how they
are actually going to deterni ne whether they are bel ow t hat,
and what, you know, what goes into the scrap netal business,
| think the steel industry is very up in arns because they
have all these expensive nonitors that they have put in
whi ch basically say if there is any radioactivity, and now
they are going to be getting a whole |ot of stuff which has
a very low |l evel supposedly, nost of it, and their -- so
their equi prent will be usel ess.

And | think this is an incredibly inportant issue
because what is going on in Tennessee, thanks partly with
the bl essing of our possible future President, it is really
alarmi ng, that they are -- everything, you know, your slide
proj ector could be radioactive, these chairs could be

radi oactive, you know, ny ring, ny glasses, ny belt buckle,
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IUD, ny teeth fillings. | mean this is what the future

hol ds, and this is where -- | nean the whol e question that |
really appreciate Irm raising of, where do these
radi oactive materials go? | nean this is the question.

And | think what Ward was sayi ng about how what we
would like to see is to store those things on site while
they are cooling down, keep the conpani es responsible, keep
the NRC i nvol ved for hundreds of years, however long it
takes. But what is going on instead of that is the Yankee
Rowe reactor was dismantled i mediately. It was trucked
down to Barnwel | radiating everybody along the way. And now
in Tennessee, they are -- you know, this is this pilot
project, and | understand that the NRC is | ooking at the
possibility of legalizing this type of dismantling and
recycling of radioactive materials.

And | think that, you know, whatever you are doing
in this process here, if you are nmaking it easier to nake
that our future, | think we can just kiss this earth
good- bye. There won't be very many nore generations. So,
just really want that question addressed very carefully.

MR. RICHARDS: All right. Thank you, Barbara.

Blair Spitzberg is going to have a comnment on sone

of your statenents, and then | would like to nove. W have
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two nore speakers who have signed up tonight and I woul d

like to get to them and then we can cone back to ot hers who
have spoken and, you know, continue the dial ogue.

Blair.

DR SPITZBERG First of all, let me -- | know
there has been a | ot of news stores that you nay be
referring to concerning the recycling of nmetals from DOE
facilities, but I amnot aware of any proposal to recycle
reactor vessel materials. For one thing, the reactor
vessel s have nore than just surface contam nation, they have
contam nation throughout the nmetal matrix because of the
activation products in the netal. So there would be no
practical way that you could purify that nmetal and recycle
it. So |l would be interested if you have any specific
i nformation concerning that. Please pass that al ong so that
we could |l ook at that, because | amunfamliar with it.

Let ne address the nodeling, and Bob Nel son back
there, his group is involved in a ot of the dose nodeling
that we do for deconm ssioning purposes. But let ne see if
| can denystify sonme of that a little bit. It is not
correct to say that we don't know what the activity |levels
are within a facility that is being decomm ssioned. In

fact, one of the activities that |licensees have to perform
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is what is called a characterization survey, which is a vast

series of sonetines tens of thousands of independent -- of
i ndi vi dual neasurenents throughout the facility for the
pur pose of characterizing the anount radioactivity in
systens and conponents, and on materials and inside of
materials. And we do a detailed review of that and we al so
do sone i ndependent neasurenents al ong those sane lines to
verify that that information is accurate.

Once that information is obtained and the
I icensees and the NRC does nodeling of that activity to
determ ne the doses that would be incurred by popul ation
groups likely to incur any dose fromthat, based on al
pat hways, in other words, if there is contam nation in
groundwat er, for exanple, we have to make assunptions on how
much water fromthe ground would come in contact in the
bi osphere and be drunk, drank, or how nuch would get into
any vegetation and ingested, or how nuch woul d be breat hed.

Those ki nd of nodel paraneters are part of the
nodel i ng that we do. W have very good information on that.
And as Carl said, it is generally considered to be
conservative

But we wel conme any comments that you have

concerni ng our nodeling methodology. This is -- nodels
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continue to be refined, but we think our nodels are very

conservative and they are based on actual neasured kinetic
dat a.

Let nme methoed nention sonet hing about your concern
about belt buckles and teeth and other radi oactive
materials. You are quite correct that there is radioactive
material in virtually everything that we conme in contact
with. There is naturally occurring radioisotopes. There is
-- if you ate vegetabl es today, you probably ingested sone
potassium40. |If you breathe the air, you are inhaling
radi oactive materials that are produced in the atnosphere by
cosmc ray interactions with the chemcals that are in the
at nosphere.

So, you are quite correct that we live in a
radi oactive environnent. Wat we are trying to do is not
add to that as a result of the deconmm ssioning activities.
We are trying to reduce the |evel of radioactivity at these
facilities very close to background levels. 1In fact, in
many cases what we are trying to avoid is having |icensees
i ncur the added expenses of trying to clean up background
radi ation. And so, what we are trying to do is regul ate
them down to an all pathways dose-based | evel that is very

cl ose to background, and at l|levels of which there is no
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scientific evidence that there are any health inpacts as a

result of those doses.

MR. RI CHARDS: Gkay. Thank you, Blair.

| would |ike to go to Robin Kosseff, is that
correct? And then to Jackie Cabasso, if we could. Good.
Robi n.

M5. KOSSEFF: Hello again, ny nane is Robin
Kosseff, | amw th the Board of Western States Legal
Foundati on, although I am not speaki ng on behalf of Wstern
St at es t oday.

| last winter had the privilege of being in
Hungary at a seminar in which Lothar Han, your counterpart
in Germany, the chairman of the Nucl ear Regul atory --
Nucl ear Safety Board in Germany, participated. And sonebody
asked him you know, if he could name in Europe, Eastern or
Western Europe, any reactor has been dealt with safely, and
he said Swittendorf, which was a plant that Austria built
and then was shut down by referendum before it ever went
critical.

And so, the point | amtrying to make is that |
understand the NRC i s concerned about health and human
safety, but, unfortunately, we have already blown it because

we are already here with many, many, nmany nucl ear reactors,
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both for civilian power and in the nucl ear weapons industry

and so forth.

So, what | think is happening here, unfortunately,
| was not able to get NUREG 0586, although I have been aware
of this hearing for about two nonths and have tried to get
t he docunent, so this was a problem So, | didn't cone as
prepared as you all were able to conme, because you have been
able to read your docunments. But | did pick up sone other
things off of your web site. And | really feel that you are
goi ng about this the wong way. | nmean | think that -- |
think that what you are doing is saying, we are going to
decommi ssion and this is your charge as the Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion, to come up with your regul atory
requi renents of how decomm ssioning will proceed.

But how decommi ssi oni ng can proceed is based is
based on how we are going to handl e nucl ear waste. But the
NRC is not really taking on nuclear waste, and even in your
CEl S here nake it very clear that you are not even going to
tal k about decomm ssioning of the nuclear waste facilities.

So, | think what our waste options are very, very
much i nmpact what the decomm ssioning processes are going to
be. GCkay. So that is the first point that | really want to

make very strongly.
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| think that you need to take charge of the

situation here. | understand, historically, that what the
NRC has done is work with the utilities to make it possible
for themto build and operate nucl ear power plants. And |
think now we are at the point where dealing with the waste
fromthese plants is extraordinarily expensive, incredibly
dangerous to us and to the environnent.

And not just us, | nmean even we are tal king 60
years, that is not us, you know. To a certain extent we can
say, you know, who cares, 60 years? W are not going to be
here, right? But | know there is sonewhat of a nora
i nperative which | personally, you know, feel in this. And
| think that what you have to do is be responsible and take
charge of what we are doing with these materials instead of
how you are going to regulate the industry, the power
conpani es at these individual plants to help them
decommi ssion in a way that they think suits their needs the
best. Ckay.

For exanple, in this docunent, it has a very nice,
fancy nane, this is NUREG 1628, | amreadi ng here, what
activities can take place prior to submtting the PSDAR?
And so, we have exanples of mmjor activities which have to

approved by the NRC and m nor decomm ssioning activities,
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such as the shipnent of reactor fuel off site. And this is

a classic, this is high level waste, and this is considered
a mnor activity. Well, it mght be mnor for a utility
that is having -- that has their fuel rods reracked and
reracked and reracked, and if they put any nore fuel rods in
there, they are going to be really in jeopardy, at risk of a
criticality accident, so they are going to nove them sone
night to sone other place, this does not have to be -- this
i's, you know, considered a m nor deconm ssioning activity?

| mean | think that you really need to reeval uate
what it is that you are trying to achieve here. Because
human health and safety, if that is your goal, that is not
what these kinds of allowables are going to achieve. And,
certainly, there is a degree of opacity, as opposed to
transparency. You know, spent fuel, spent fuel rods, in
Germany, again, you know, this is not a mnor activity. W
saw at Goerl aben, you know, this is not a mnor activity.
The casks that these materials have to be noved in are,
think they cost like $2 nmillion apiece or sonmething |ike
this. They are enornous, they have to nove themw th, you
know, mlitary guard.

So does the NRC not want to make sure that there

is sone regulatory approval involved in that fromtheir
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perspective? | nean | don't understand why you woul d want

to di senmpower yourselves frombeing able to regul ate
sonmething that is so crucial as that.

| want to say, also, regarding the nodeling, that
| don't really want to -- | amnot a health toxicol ogist, |
am an environnental toxicologists, so | amnot going to talk
about dose, respond to dose-based nodels, although I would
echo what Barbara said about this. And it is interesting
t hat al though you are saying that the NRCis trying to
follow international standards, we are still using mllirens
here when the rest of the world has noved on to sieverts.

But in your environnmental inpacts, what inpacts
will be assessed in the revised CGEIS, | see |land use, water
use, air quality, ecology. Now, | ama plant physiol ogist,
envi ronnment al pl ant physiol ogist, and | have | ooked at a
nunber of environnmental inpact nodels dealing with
radi oactive materials, and what you see is that the people
who are doing the aquatic study have one set of guidelines,
they are using one set of neasurenents, one kind of thing
that they are using, and then the plant studies, the plant
and ani mal studies use a whole different kind of nbdeling,
and everything is done in this very, very segnented way t hat

does not really tell you how these materials are noving
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t hrough the environnent, which is really the question that

your report needs -- that your study needs to answer, you
know. Because if they are in the air and they are
precipitating in the rain, you know, and you are not
following the pattern there, it doesn't really matter when
you | ook at these things in a segnented way, are using
nodel s that are not integratable with each other, |ooking at
different parts of the environnent.

So, really, if you are going to assess the
envi ronnment al inpacts of ecol ogy, that needs to include | and
use, water use, air quality, animal life, human life. Okay.

And | want to echo what Ward said, also, about the
precautionary principle, because | have seen nothing that
even -- no nmention of it, no inkling, inclination towards
precautionary principle in any of the docunents that | have
been able to read in preparation for this hearing, and |
think that is a real mstake. | think it is a real m stake.
| think that | would doubt very nmuch if there is anybody in
this room with all due respect to your experience with the
Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion, who really feels that you
coul d say absolutely you can control what is going to happen
with these materials and guarantee everybody's safety.

| nmean accidents so happen. Here in California we
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live in a major earthquake zone. So, you know, it is not

even -- there is force najeure at work here, and | think
that the precautionary principle is really nmandated in

| ooki ng at your EIS and eval uati ng how you are going to
handle this. So, | think |I have rattled on a |ot now and |
will talk, and thank you again for com ng here.

MR. RICHARDS: Right. Thank you, Robin.

| think there is a nunber of points that Robin
made that we may want to respond to. The first one has to
do within the NRC involvenent in, | guess, the regul ation of
waste. Is that a fair way to characterize your conment?

M5. KOSSEFF: | n addressing how we are going to
deal with the waste? Because if you don't know what you are
going to deal with the waste, how can you say, let's go for
t he DECON and encourage any utility to use the DECON
decommi ssi oni ng process, as opposed to a SAFSTOR process.
And particularly in respect to the spent fuel, you know, |
think that -- as well as the low | evel waste, which is also
going to be a huge volune of material if it is shipped off
to somepl ace. And where is that place going to be? And
nost of those places are now Superfundsuperfund sites.

So, you know, | think that the NRC really needs to

t hi nk about and get very, very actively involved in nuclear
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wast e and nucl ear waste nanagenent questions. Thank you.

MR. RICHARDS: Blair or Bob, would you like to
speak to our involvenment in, you know, defining the waste
options? And I think we ought to also discuss what our
i nvolvenent is as far as the shipnment of fuel off-site
And, finally, I would invite, Eva, if you would |ike to make
a comment about the aquatic and plant study nodeling. |
don't know if that is sonmething you want to address or not.
But if we could take it in that order.

This is Bob Nelson, he is with our Ofice of
Nucl ear Materials Safety and Saf eguards.

MR. NELSON: | amgoing to try to address your
guestions regarding our involvenent with radi oactive waste.
And, first of all, I will address |low | evel waste. W do
have a regul ation for disposal of low |evel waste. W have
found shallow |l and burial to be a safe alternative for
di sposal of |low | evel waste. W have regul ati ons governi ng
di sposal of |low |l evel waste. Low |evel waste is being
di sposed safely today, and we feel it can continue to do so.

The currently operating sites, Barnwell,
Envirocare, and the Hanford site are receiving waste today,
and are doing so in a safe nmanner. | can get into a | ot

nore detail on |Iow |level waste disposal if you would |ike,
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but we believe that |ow | evel waste is being handl ed

properly and bei ng di sposed of safely.

Regardi ng high | evel waste, the spent fuel is
currently either stored in spent fuel pools at reactor
sites, or is stored in dry storage pending a permanent
di sposal option. Those activities are closely regul ated by
NRC and will continue to be closely regulated by NRC, even
after a Part 50 |icense may be term nat ed.

Regardi ng transportation of nuclear waste, that is
not my specialty, so | amnot going to try to address that.
But I will be glad to answer any specific questions you have
regardi ng high or low | evel waste, but, generally speaking,
it is --

MR RICHARDS: | would like to ask Blair Spitzberg
to respond, because | know that, for instance, we were up at
Rancho Seco yesterday. Rancho Seco is preparing to nove
spent fuel fromtheir pool just to sonething a half a mle
away, and he can speak to our involvenent in that activity.

DR. SPITZBERG | understand there is a |ot of
public concern about the transportation of radioactive
mat eri al s and spent nucl ear fuel, however, it is not true to
suggest that it is unregulated. W regulate it very

stringently. W and the Department of Transportation, for
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spent nuclear fuel, we review and approve the transportation

packages whi ch have to be designed to withstand acci dent
conditions. They have to be tested and anal yzed agai nst
acci dent conditions.

We have a very good record in this country, safety
record as far as transportation of radioactive materials is
concerned. There is literally hundreds of thousands of
shi pnments of radioactive material in this country. Mst of
them are | ower activity packages, radiropharfraceutiecatsradi o
pharmaceuticals, small amounts of radioactive material that
are transported that are used in industry. But the overal
safety record of the transportation of radioactive nmateri al
is a very good record.

We do inspect that. W inspect the conpani es that
fabricate and manufacture the transportati on packages. W
i nspect the licensees at the tine that they are preparing
the transportati on packages. Sonetinmes we acconpany the
shiprments. If it is a high activity spent fuel shipnment, we
have actual ly acconpani ed those shipnents to the states that
the spent fuel are transported in. The Governors' offices
are notified of those shipnments. The transportation routes
for those shipnments are reviewed, inspected and controll ed.

So it is unfair to suggest that it is unregul ated.
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| understand it is unpopular with some people, but it is

regul ated very stringently, and the overall safety record of
transportation of radioactive materials is a very good one.

MR. SCALETTI: May | make a comment here, please?

MR. RICHARDS: Sure, go ahead, Di no.

MR. SCALETTI: Regarding -- there are three things
that need to filed within two years after a |licensee
determ nes whether or not -- that he is going to
decomm ssion his facility. One is a PSDAR one is a
site-specific cost estimate, and the third thing that needs
to be filed is a fuel managenent plan, knowi ng full well
that the reactor fuel, the spent fuel is not going anypl ace
until the Departnent of Energy has provided a repository for
this fuel. So, the fuel will stay on-site either in the
formof an independent spent fuel -- an ISFISI, or it wll
be maintained in the spent fuel pool.

Now, this is -- either way they do it, certainly,
it is the determnation of the |icensee how he wants to
handl e his fuel, but he nmust file with us a fuel nmanagenent
plan. And so, the fuel, there are -- there could be
shi pnments of fuel between sites, | suppose, but not unless
t he NRC knew about it and agreed to shipment of spent fuel.

Now, NUREG 1628, the way it is witten, and it
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does not say spent fuel, | amsure it nmeans unactivated

fuel, because many utilities, when they shut down, still
have new fuel on-site. And they can sell this fuel, and
they do sell it, and they can ship it, because it is not
activated and there is no concern of shipping it. | mean
they receive it at the site, it can go out the sane way.
So, it is not spent fuel that is considered a m nor

decommi ssioning activity. W do not consider the fuel
managenent as part of deconmm ssioni ng because we know t hat
it is going to stay on-site until the Departnment of Energy
has taken this -- or does take this fuel.

MR. RICHARDS: Let's go briefly to Eva Hi ckey.
There was a comment about the aquatic and plant study
nodeling, if you could. And then | would Iike to nove on to
Jacki e Cabasso, please.

M5. HI CKEY: Okay. | guess | would just like to
say that | appreciate your comment and what we will be doing
is looking at, to the best of our ability, an integrated
approach to | ooking at the environnental inpacts. | won't
say that every one will be neasured agai nst one anot her, but
that is going to be part of our assessnent, part of our
process.

MR. Rl CHARDS: | would like to nobve on now to
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Jacki e Cabasso.

M5. CABASSO Thank you. M nane is Jackie
Cabasso, | amthe executive director of the Western States
Legal Foundation in QGakland. Wstern States is a nonprofit,
public interest organization which advocates nucl ear
di sarmanent, responsi bl e nmanagenent of nucl ear waste and
denocrati zati on of science, nmeaning public participation in
deci sion-meking that directly affects people in their lives.
That is really the core of environnental justice.

| want to nmake several types of comments. First,
| want to tal k about the process here, and then | will nmake
sonme substantive comments. And | should al so nention that
our coll eague organi zation, Tri-Valley G tizen --
Communi ti es Agai nst a Radi oactive Environnment in Livernore
was unable to be here tonight, but they wanted to express
their concurrence in the cooments that | am going to make.

First of all, the public notice for this neeting
was conpletely inadequate. It was not sufficient to post
notices in the Federal Register. Even ny |egal foundation
does not regularly peruse the Federal Register.
Furthernore, we have, in the case of ny organization, which
was not ever directly notified about this hearing, we have a

Il ong history with the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion, going
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back in recent history only, at least nine or 10 years to

the public neetings that were held in San Franci sco on the
guestion of -- How clean is clean?

As result of that, we had a representative on the
Envi ronnental Protection Agency Federal Advisory Commttee
whi ch was involved in studying in that process until it cane
to a dead end. More recently, we were involved in the
radi oactive netal recycling question at the national |evel.
At the local |evel, very involved in the GE
Vat+ecotosVal | ecitos public neetings that have been going on.

So, it is just not acceptable that we didn't get a
notice. Wen we did hear about this nmeeting, we took it
upon ourselves to notify several of the other organi zations
that are here tonight. But that is not our job, that is
your job, and that goes to the very heart of the National
Envi ronnental Policy Act, whose purpose is to provide an
opportunity for public conmment at any early stage, before
t here has been any unretrievable commtnent of resources to
an action that will have potentially significant
envi ronnent al i npacts.

Secondly, having | earned about the neeting, we
were unable to find the underlying GEI' S on the NRC website.

And not only did we search the website, but several other
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organi zations that we work with al so searched the website

and were unable to find the docunent. So, therefore, the
substantive conments that | amgoing to nake are very
prelimnary and initial because we didn't have the
under | yi ng i nformation.

Now, you nmade a reference to the establishnent of
a website to deal with this GEIS process in the future, and
that is great. But, again, that is not sufficient in terns
of providing access to the public and public participation,
and that is an environnmental justice issue, because a | ot of
the directly affected fol ks do not have conputers and do not
have regul ar access to websites.

At a minimum there is no reason why the NRC
cannot put together a mailing list, mail out notices of
public neetings in this region in a tinely manner, as well
as putting together an electronic mail notice list to
provi de informal noti ce.

Finally, | want to revisit sonething that happened
at the very beginning of the nmeeting, and I want to
underscore Ward's objection to the intervention of the
facilitator and the first commenter, | felt that that was
approaching entrapnent and is just not acceptable. And I

feel so strongly about that that | felt | wanted to bring it
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up again so that it doesn't happen again.
Moving on to the substantive coments. Again,

these are initial cormments and we are hoping to submt

witten cooments. First of all, sonething that cane up in
the question -- the comments and answers was the question of
background | evels of radiation. And so, | think it is

fundamental ly inportant to include, as a baseline, a
definition of what NRC neans by background | evel s of
radiation. Let's be clear whether we are tal king about
background before or after 1945. | always find it difficult
to listen to officials from nucl ear agencies tal k about
natural ly occurring radiati on wi thout nentioning nuclear
testing.

Now, the supplenent to the final GEI S should
include the following, and this is not going to be an
exhaustive |ist:

A description and analysis of all waste streans
that will be generated by deconm ssioning activities of al
t he various kinds that are bei ng consi dered.

A description and anal ysis of what types of
facilities will be needed for nanagenment and di sposition of
each waste stream And | stress that | amusing the word

"di sposition” rather than "disposal," because there is at
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present no way to di spose of many of these radionuclides

that we are tal king about.

A description and anal ysis of what specific
facilities nationwi de are envisioned for all of these
decomi ssi oni ng wast e managenent and di sposition activities.

A description and anal ysis of the cunul ative
i npacts of each waste streamin the community of origin,
al ong the transportation routes, in conbination with other
radi oacti ve shipnents, both NRC and DCE, at the proposed
sites for waste nanagenent and at the proposed sites for
wast e storage and di sposition.

Thi s anal ysis shoul d include curnul ative routine
operating inmpacts and curnul ati ve accident risk anal ysis.
And in all risk analysis, care should be taken to reeval uate
software and ri sk assunptions underlying inpact and ri sk
analysis. This is required to ensure that neither risk
anal ysi s nmet hods and software, nor assunptions about
facility contai nment, either at power plants or waste
managenent sites, rely on assunptions about contai nnent
software or analysis nethods simlar to those called into
guestion in recent Defense facility Nuclear Safety Board
critiques of Departnment of Energy practices.

And if anybody here has a specific conment on that
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point, | would like to hear about it.

Finally, we have -- a |lot of term nology has been
used tonight. W talk about acceptabl e dose, acceptable
risk, residual radiation risks. The concept of As Low As
Reasonabl y Achi evabl e, cost benefit analysis, transportation
safety. | want to underscore the inportance of bringing the
precautionary principle into this process.

Regar di ng acceptable dose, | think it is generally
agreed that there has been a constant downward trend in
defini ng what supposedly safe | evels of exposure to
radi ati on are. The precautionary principle does not require
scientific certainty in terns of determ ning cause and
effect. It shifts the burden of proof to the generator, in
this case the licensee, rather than to the public, and it is
a principle which is becomng increasingly accepted in the
ot her arenas of environnental regulation. In Europe and in
the United States it has been enbedded in a nunber of
environnental treaties over the last five years, and it is
an idea whose tine has cone. So | will stop there. Thank
you.

MR. RICHARDS: Al right. Thank you very nuch,
Jackie. | particularly appreciate your list of conments

having to do with what we should consider in the GEIS. That
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is particularly why we are here tonight.

At this point we have had a chance for everybody
who has signed up on the list to speak. So, let ne ask, is
t here anyone here who has not spoken yet, who wi shes to do
so before we go back for a second round?

[ No response. ]

MR. RICHARDS: Not seeing --

MR FELDVMAN. Can | nake a conment ?

MR. RI CHARDS: Sure.

MR FELDVMAN: Just a reference, NUREG 1496 is the
CElIS on the license termnation rule. And the supplenentary
information to the rule of Part 20, subpart E, have many of
the topi cs and di scussions, and expl anati ons of what
background radi ation is and what residual radioactivity is,
and what types of international dose nethodol ogi es are being
used, and national dose mnethodol ogies. And associated with
those are comments and responses to the whol e rul enaki ng
action which have lots of information into how we do things
or how we try to resolve sone of the coments.

So, | think that would be a worthwhil e piece of
information to get and look at. And that is incorporated
indirectly into the GEIS that we are usi ng now because we

are using the license termnation rule aspects to do our
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i npacts.

MR. RICHARDS: Unless there is other people here
who have not yet spoken, who wi sh to, going once, twce?

[ No response. ]

MR RICHARDS: | would like to go back to, or at
| east offer the opportunity to go back to Ward Young. Ward,
woul d you like to speak again?

MR. YOUNG Yeah, | will speak. Thank you. W
believe that in addition to the problem of not notifying
this meeting adequately is perhaps a sonewhat |arger focused
view on the whol e issue of this process that the NRC
conducts with the utilities in decomm ssioning. And it is
echoed by one of the comments by one of your spokespersons
earlier, that there is a lot of new information in the world
and we need to keep up-to-date. There is a |ot of new
t hings that are happening to the nuclear industry.

Well, that is the fundanental problem here is that
we are the citizens and you are working on behalf of the
i ndustry. And, | amsorry, but that is exactly the way you
put it, and that is exactly the way that citizens feel about
this. It is conpletely objectionable and unacceptable to
the environnmental community that, in the process of

decommi ssioning, the NRCis required to hold two public
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neetings. That is conpletely inadequate. There should be

public hearings at every reactor site that is going to
undergo this.

Now, we are tal king about independent citizen
oversight and nonitoring with funds for independent
nmoni tori ng and i ndependent oversight by conmunities living
around these facilities. W are tal king about reaching
agreenents together between communities, the industry and
the regulators. That is fundanentally different than
hol ding a few informational neetings, which is sinply
unaccept abl e.

To put this into sone perspective, the requirenent
that 1| amtal king about for a true involvenent of the
citizenry, | believe and it is my understanding that the
single | argest episode, if you can call it that, in the
generation of |ow | evel radioactive waste is the
decomm ssi oni ng, both by volume and by radioactivity. This
is a very significant activity. It is not just a
continuation of operating, you know, operational node. It
is a conpletely separate and distinct history and procedure,
and we think it should be treated that way.

Finally, a couple of other comrents. You know,

whi ch nodel predicted that plutoniumwould mgrate at Maxi
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Flats? Wiich nodel predicted that tritiumwould -- I'm

sorry, plutoniumat Maxi Flats and tritiumat Beatty,
Nevada? Until you can show nme a nodel that predicted these
types of migration of radioactive nmaterials, then | am

real ly doubtful about your conmtnment to shallow | and
burial, which has failed at every single site that it has
been att enpt ed.

The only reason that exposures have not been high
at these sites is because of the mllions of dollars that
have been spent by, generally, by states, not by the
responsi bl e parties, the generators, but by the states
particularly. They are spending mllions of dollars per
year at sonme of these facilities.

We are al so concerned that there is a very |arge
contribution to the waste streamfrommlitary reactors,
especially here in California. W want to know why it is
that decommi ssioning of mlitary reactors is not included in
this review. | see nothing about it. And we do know t hat
waste streans fromthese mlitary reactors do go to the
commercial low |l evel waste sites.

Again, | will reiterate, the NRC should be | ooking
at deep geol ogi ¢ disposal for sone of these wastes, as well

as a deep mne repository as a nmethod of reducing potenti al
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exposures over the long-term

We know t hat the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssion has
al l owed the Trojan operators, as well as sone of the other
reactors, | believe, specifically, I know about Trojan, to
ship the entire reactor vessel, intact, to a |low | evel waste
dunp, and the NRC itself admts that several rem per hour
fromthe reactor vessel could be the exposure rate from
particul arly niobium94, which has a very long half-life.

Anot her conment and whol e area that needs to be
reviewed again, there are at |east three issues that should
require the reopening of the EIS, and that is environnental
justice, the history of decomm ssioning, and, al so, since
1988, the clear indication fromscientific studies that
radiation is nore harnful to human health than thought in
1988.

We know that in the United States, |ow | evel waste
has been allowed to defined by what it is not. It is
unaccept abl e, other countries do not accept this waste for
burial in shallow landfill. And under the NRC regul ati ons,
ni ckel -63, with a 100 year half-life, is considered
short-lived. That is unacceptable. A 100 year half-life
shoul d never be considered short-1ived.

Every single radionuclide allowed in high |evel
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waste -- there is no -- is allowed in low |l evel waste | evel.

There is no restrictions. You can tell nme concentrations
until you are blue in the face, but you allow greater than
Class C waste into shallow land burial. So, there cones the
trust issue again. Geater than Cass C waste under the NRC
regul ations is considered not suitable for shallow | and,
near - surface di sposal, and yet it is going in.

So, all of these things raise trenmendous questions
for us and we are just not convinced that the process is off
to a good start. W hope to add sone nore comments in
witten coomments. Thank you.

MR. RICHARDS: All right. Thank you, Ward.

A nunber of issues that were brought up, a couple
| wote down that | invite a response to. One was the
comment that there should be hearings at each site. | think
we tal ked briefly about the process before, but, Steve
Lewis, would you like to speak to that?

MR LEWS: Yeah, | think that -- | mean
appreci ate very nmuch the comment. | think, Ward, that you
probably are aware what the regul ation provides in that
regard, which we pronulgated in 1996. And, you know, after
goi ng through the rul emaki ng process and, so, the specific

decomi ssi oni ng process at a particular plant, under our
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regul ati ons, can commence after the PSDAR, which we have

descri bed, has been submtted, 90 days after the PSDAR has
been subm tted.

And the NRC, when it pronulgated its regulation in
1996, was notivated by a view that, fromour regulatory
perspective, as having the responsibility for, you know,
regul ating the safety of nuclear materials, the point that
we felt was a federal action of great significance was the
license term nation stage, because, as a regul atory agency,
the idea of determ ning when we can relinquish al
regul atory authority over something is a very significant
step. So that was where we decided, in our view, the form
heari ng process shoul d be provided.

So, | really -- | nmean | appreciate your comrent,
| understand what you are saying, and the answer is the
regul ations that we did adopt did not follow that nodel.

MR. RICHARDS: One other |egal question that |
t hi nk Ward Young brought up, if you could probably respond
to, Steve, is this issue of why we don't regulate mlitary
reactors and the waste they produce.

MR LEWS: Wwell, --

MR RICHARDS: |Is that --

MR. YOUNG You have mlitary, sone 30 or 40
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percent of all the low | evel radioactive waste that is

shi pped over the last five years fromCaliforniais mlitary
in origin.

MR, RICHARDS: | amnot disputing that, but |
think the question you asked was, why is the NRC not
involved in waste comng frommlitary reactors? Did |
m scharacteri ze that question?

MR. YOUNG Are you involved in overseeing or

reviewing licenses for Envirocare and Barnwel | ?

MR LEWS: | didn't get -- what was the last?
MR YOUNG Are you -- is the NRC involved in
Envirocare and Barnwel |l in any way, shape or fornf

MR LEWS: Yes. Yes, we are.

MR YOUNG Yes. And the mlitary waste is going
to Envirocare and Barnwel|l and being buried in shallow | and
burial now. And so you are involved in the issue of burial
of mlitary waste.

MR. RICHARDS: Just a minute, Blair, let's get the
m crophone here.

DR SPI TZBERG | believe nost radi oactive waste
fromthe mlitary operations goes to the Departnent of
Energy. |If any goes to Envirocare, it does not go to the

NRC | i cense under Envirocare, which is only for source
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material, 11(e).2 byproduct material.

Envirocare has two licenses and to ny know edge,
am not aware of any --

MR. YOUNG There is a reactor out at one of the
bases near Sacranento that has just shipped waste for
di sposal. But | have studied this issue --

MR. RICHARDS: W need to nake sure you are on the
record here.

MR. YOUNG The NRC may not be aware of the
contribution of mlitary waste to the commercial |ow leve
waste stream That doesn't surprise ne. You know, probably
sonmeone within the NRC is aware of this.

| just was part of -- | was a consultant to the
At ki nson Scientific Panel which Governor Davis appointed to
| ook at alternatives to Ward Valley for |ow | eve
radi oactive waste disposal. W did a search -- research of
the waste stream going to Envirocare and Barnwel |l from
California. | can get you that information. Slightly over
50 percent of the curies over a five year recent period, to
1999, was fromthe commercial nucl ear power plants.
Sonmewhere around, | amforgetting, | don't have the figures
right at the tip of ny fingertip, but sonewhere around |

believe 35 percent or so cane frommlitary reactors,
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propul sion systemwaste, and also a reactor on a mlitary

base near Sacramento was al so part of that picture.

So we want to know, although | understand it is
cl ai med that decomm ssi oned propul sion system nucl ear
reactors fromthe mlitary, they will be decomr ssioned at
the DCE sites, we know that operational waste fromthese
facilities is now going to the commercial sites. And
woul d i ke to know why, if the operational waste and its
characterization is allowed into the comrercial sites, how
we can be assured that the decomm ssioning waste as well
will not also be allowed into the commercial sites. Thank
you.

MR. RICHARDS: All right. Thank you.

| would Iike to go back to Barbara George.

Bar bara, do you still have additional comrents?

MR. SCALETTI: Stu, may | nake one quick coment ?

MR. RI CHARDS: Sure, go ahead.

MR. SCALETTI: This relates to -- everybody is
opening up with -- | am being severely beaten about the head
and shoul ders about the notice of this nmeeting. And | just
would i ke to state one brief thing. W issued two Federal
Regi ster Notices, one in March 14 and another one in |ate

May. It has been on the NRC s electronic bulletin board
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since shortly after the second Federal Register Notice was

i ssued.

There had been a press rel ease issued by the
Public Relations Ofice in headquarters. Chip Caneron has
contacted a nunber of people on the Wst Coast here
regarding this neeting.

However, | will commt to you, if you sign your
name to the sign-up list, when we have the next public
nmeeti ng out here regarding the Draft Environnental | npact
Statenent, you will get notice in the nail ahead of tine.
Thank you.

MR. RI CHARDS: Barbara George. Well, | think

Jackie wants to respond to that.

M5. CABASSO Thank you. | appreciate that offer,
but this is not about ne and ny organization. It is a
| arger point. For the second tinme in history, | amgoing to

say sonething positive about the Departnment of Energy. The
Depart ment of Energy manages, on a regular basis, to conpile
lists of interested organizations and to send notices in
advance.

| get notices for Departnent of Energy hearings
fromall over the country. \Wenever there is any kind of a

public neeting at Livernore, there is sone kind of an
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advance notice. It is usually inadequate. | am not going

to go so far as to say they do a good job. But, by
conparison, they do a good job. It is not -- it is a
systemati c change that has to happen within NRC to do better
public notice so that the public is here. The public is not
here tonight. There are a few sel ected people who are
working full-tinme or nearly full-tinme on nuclear rel ated
i ssues.

You need to get to a broader public, you need to
devel op a good outreach list which includes all the
envi ronnmental organi zations in the region and through them
ot her contacts that are devel oped over tinme. So,
appreciate being put on a list, but NRC can and nust do
better, that is ny point.

MR. RICHARDS: Al right. Thank you, Jackie.

Bar bara George, do you have additional comments or
guestions?

MS. GEORCGE: No.

MR RICHARDS: No. All right. Are there others
who have additional comrents or questions?

[ No response. ]

MR. RI CHARDS: Seeing no responses, again, we wll

take witten coments until July the 15th. | think in the
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handout packet, there are e-mails and addresses that you

contact us through.

| would |ike to again thank everybody for com ng
out tonight. W appreciate your comments, and we will stick
around and tal k one-on-one with anyone who feels they would
like to talk over any issue with us. Thank you, again.
Good- ni ght .

[ Wher eupon, at 9:45 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded. ]



